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ABSTRACT
The research presented in this thesis focused on a critical examination of 
the concepts of place identity and place attachment and their 
interrelationship. The empirical work examined the underlying structure of 
place attachment, the factors associated with place attachment, through the 
development of a model of place attachment, and the function of place 
attachment with respect to identity.
The work was undertaken in one area of London Docklands which has 
undergone massive physical and social change in the last decade. As a 
result it is an area populated by people with a wide range of types and 
levels of attachment. In addition, given the changes that have occurred in 
the area, the population’s awareness of their residential environment has 
been heightened. As such it forms a quasi-experimental situation in which 
to examine these concepts.
Study One considered aspects of the person’s relationship with his/her 
environment, providing preliminary data on how attachment, 
representations, identifications and activity relate to one another in a 
person’s residential area.
Study Two was an empirical investigation of the underlying structure of the 
construct of place attachment, its measurement and determinants. I t also 
examined the relationship between place attachment and local 
identification. The results showed that place attachment has social, personal
and functional components. In addition, place attachment was directly 
related to the evaluation of the area and social involvement in the area. 
Place attachment was found to be associated with consonant settlement 
identifications, specific place identifications and local identifications.
Study Three used BreakweU’s identity principles (1986, 1992) as a 
framework to examine a population who had a range of attachments to their 
residential area and showed how that population used their attachment 
with respect to identity.
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CHAPTER ONE - ORIGINS AND ASSUMPTIONS
1.1 Outline of the research 
The aims of this research are:
i) to clarify the concept of place identity;
ii) to develop and test a theoretical framework specifically focused on 
place attachment and its relationship with behavioural and 
demographic variables;
iii) to explore the relationship between place identity and place 
attachment with respect to identity processes, and
iv) to examine these theoretical questions in a specific location: 
Surrey Docks, London.
This research takes theoretical constructs and examines them within a 
specific location: Surrey Docks, London. This area was chosen because of its 
recent substantial social, economic and environmental change.
These changes were expected to first affect and highlight the target 
theoretical constructs of this research. This in turn was expected to render 
the processes involved relevant to the people Hving there.
In this sense the Surrey Docks, London Docklands comprises the specific 
context of this research. Although the London Docklands is 
unique it is part of a regeneration programme begun in the 1980s, which 
has focused on the redevelopment of the inner city, specifically areas of old 
docks (e.g Liverpool, Cardiff^ Southampton). As such the results presented
here though specific to Surrey Docks have significance to comparable 
environments.
Proshansky (1976, 1978, 1983, 1987) discusses the concept of place identity 
as a physical world referent for self-identity. He and others (e.g Fried, 1963; 
Feldman, 1990) argue that the role of the physical environment is 
overlooked in the development of the self. Fried (1963) provides empirical 
data on the "grief reaction experienced by members of a community who 
had to relocate. He suggests that such a strong reaction was provoked 
because the place had meaning for the identity of those people. Place 
identity is defined by Proshansky (1978) as:
"those dimensions of self that define the individuaVs personal identity in 
relation to the physical environment by a complex pattern of conscious and 
unconscious ideas, beliefs, preferences, feelings, values, goals and 
behavioural tendencies and skills relevant to this environment" (p 155)
Proshansky (1978, 1983, 1987) suggests that the self does not only develop 
through differentiation from others, but also through differentiation from 
and categorisation of the physical environment. The physical environment 
is regarded as a vital and integral part of the development of identity.
When considering place identity the term "place" is used to mean any 
environment from the home to a town or city. In this research the scale of 
environment that is examined is that of the local neighbourhood.
The concept of "place identity" is a relatively new one, yet relationships
between people and their environments have been examined by other 
disciplines. The roots of place identity can be found in urban sociology (e.g 
Park and Burgess, 1926; Wirth, 1938) human geography (Relph, 1976; Tuan, 
1977) and social psychology (Mead, 1934). Chapter 3 reviews this literature 
as a background to Study One. Study One examines a set of related 
concepts (demographic variables, residential history, involvement, 
attachment and place identifications).
Place attachment becomes important when it is considered to be the process 
by which places become personally salient. The framework used in Study 
One describes a social, economic and cultural environment within which 
people are situated. Arising from this environment is a set of norms 
regarding mobility, attachment to place and so forth. People are 
constrained by social and economic events (e.g. finances, children). Place 
attachment is located within this framework; that is, when considering place 
attachment the social, economic and cultural context cannot be ignored. 
Attachments are considered to be developed via a process of acting in the 
environment. This involvement can range from superficial involvement (e.g. 
using the paper shop occasionally) to a greater involvement (e.g. running the 
local Scout group). In addition there may be any number of involvements. 
The key point is the sahence of the involvement to that person.
Study Two was concerned with the theoretical elaboration of a definition of 
place attachment and the empirical examination of the underlying
components of the construct of place attachment. Also it examined the 
relationship of certain socio-demographic and psychological factors with 
place attachment in order to further understanding of the process of place 
attachment. In particular, place attachment was hypothesised to be 
multivariate and that different types of people are attached in different 
ways. Further it was hypothesised that the extent of a person’s attachment 
would be related to their lifestage, length of stay and anticipated length of 
stay, involvement and evaluation of the area. These variables are 
incorporated into a model which was tested by the Study Two.
The results of the Study Two supported the hypothesis that involvement, 
age and place in the lifecycle, anticipated length of stay, an evaluation of 
facihties and opportunities in the area are related to place attachment.
To complete the research the function of attachment to place was examined. 
It is suggested that place attachment may be used in order to maintain or 
create aspects of a self identity (e.g Rivlin, 1987; Belk, 1992) such as self 
esteem and continuity of self (Rowles, 1983). However, as Korpela (1989) 
points out there is no discussion of what the overall organising principles of 
self might be. Breakwell (1986, 1992), however, discusses four organising 
principles for self identity in her model: self-esteem, continuity, self-efficacy 
and distinctiveness. There are strong parallels between her model and 
research in the environment-identity literature (e.g Cooper-Marcus, 1974; 
Hummon, 1986; Korpela, 1989). As such, it is used as the framework for
Study Three which was designed to examine some likely functions of place 
attachment.
In addition, Study Three examined the relationship between place 
attachment and place identity. Place attachment is conceived as the process 
by which places become salient. Salient places can be used to maintain 
identity processes. People with a high degree of attachment to their local 
area are hkely to use the environment in order to maintain aspects of their 
identity.
Study Three involved interviews with residents of the target area. 
Breakwell’s (1986, 1992) model of identity processes was used in order to 
examine interview data from high and low attached people in the area. As 
mentioned above, according to Breakwell (1992), the four identity processes 
are distinctiveness, continuity, self-esteem and self-efficacy. Study Three 
showed that those who were attached used that attachment to the area in 
maintaining aspects of their self identity. For example a person might say 
that being a Londoner gives them a feeling of pride (self-esteem). A person 
might show themselves to he distinct from the people in the next 
neighbourhood by talking about the uniqueness of people in their home 
area. Someone may feel that s/he cannot leave an area because it will cut 
him/herself off from their memories and past selves.
The context chosen for the research was an area of London’s Docklands:
Surrey Docks. It is part of the largest urban redevelopment in the world 
and is a predominantly residential area built on the site of filled in docks, 
begun in 1981 and still ongoing. Before the redevelopment there was a well 
established close knit predominantly working class community living in the 
area. The redevelopment has attracted people with a wide range of incomes 
and aspirations.
This location forms an ideal area to carry out research into place identity 
and attachment, given the variety of people living in the same physical 
environment. It gives an opportunity to examine a variety of conceptions, 
meanings and activities in one location. Choosing an area that has been 
created as a direct consequence of particular political processes (see Chapter 
Two for details) makes the research part of the 1980s approach to urban 
regeneration. An examination of people’s relationship with their local area, 
the reasons for staying or leaving adds a crucial dimension to the 
measurement of the success, failure and future of an urban renewal scheme.
1.2 The importance of the research
The research is important for two main reasons.
i) it contributes to theoretical analyses of place identity and place 
attachment, and
ii) it provides new ways of thinking about the impact of large scale 
social, economic and environmental change on residents of that area.
1.2.1 Theoretical contribution
The person-environment relationship has been researched by sociologists, 
geographers and environmental psychologists. In sociology the thrust has 
been towards a definition of community prompted by the belief that 
industrialisation has bought with it the breakdown of traditional 
communities (Tonnies, 1957; Park and Burgess, 1921; Wirth, 1938; Hunter, 
1974). Geographers have favoured research into the affective component of 
the person-environment relationship: rootedness, (Relph, 1976), sense of 
place and attachment (Tuan, 1977). Affective attachment to places is 
considered an essential human need without which people become alienated 
and experience a sense of displacement. Environmental psychologists have 
taken a more systemic approach. They have integrated research from 
different disciplines. Giuliani (1991) has developed a model of place 
attachment which builds on the sociological and geographical research. 
Altman and Low’s (1992) book "Place Attachment" presents a diverse range 
of definitions and approaches to the subject. Proshansky, Fabian and 
Kaminoff (1983) popularised the concept of place identity. This is a concept 
that is often quoted and has been acknowledged as useful (Sarbin, 1983). 
However, it takes on different definitions with each usage. It has been used 
to describe a specific person-environment relationship, that is, identification 
with a settlement: "I am a city person" (Feldman, 1990). In addition it has 
been used as a general term for all place related cognitions (Proshansky, 
1978; 1983; 1987). Hummon (1985; 1986; 1990) considers "community 
identity" as identification with the locale, and is part of a larger construct of
community sentiment.
An aim of this research is to clarify the field with regard to place
attachment and place identity. There are many overlaps between
researchers and it is those areas that I wish to address. Of the place
attachment Hterature, Low and Altman (1992) make this comment:
"it is now appropriate to move beyond the first stage of presumed consensus 
and into a phase where we attempt to define it more precisely" (Low and 
Altman, 1992; p 4)
Finally, the concepts of place attachment and place identity are examined 
within a wider theoretical context of identity. In theoretical terms, this 
research is important because it takes related areas of the literature (e.g. 
place attachment, place identity) and creates a testable model. In addition 
it aims at linking concepts firom environmental and social psychology.
1.2.2 Value of testing these constructs in an applied context 
London Docklands is the largest redevelopment scheme in the world and 
has provoked much controversy (see Chapter Two for details). An area of 
rundown warehouses and docks has been transformed into a futuristic 
landscape with hi-tech buildings. Surrey Docks, situated on the south side 
of the River Thames has undergone predominantly residential development.
London Docklands has a tradition of generations of families living and 
working in the same place. The eight and a half square miles encompasses 
some very deprived areas (see Chapter 2 for a detailed profile of the area).
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Redevelopment involved building new offices and homes designed to attract 
higher income residents, which put the land prices up. The aim was to 
change the area into an attractive place for people from the City to live in. 
This follows the 1980s trend of urban regeneration, with its focus on market 
forces.
This research examines Surrey Docks after redevelopment. The community 
is a very mixed one in terms of aspirations, incomes and backgrounds. If 
this area is to remain mixed it will have to provide for the aims and goals of 
its inhabitants. Otherwise, those who can move on, will, and those who 
cannot will be left in an increasingly rundown area. By examining the 
different relationships existing in this new community it may be possible to 
gain an idea of what form the future of such an area may take.
As such, the field of environmental psychology has a number of qualities 
that make it uniquely suited to studying this topic.
1.3 - Theoretical structure - an environmental psvchological perspective 
There are three fundamental assumptions underlying environmental 
psychology which make it uniquely suited as a base for this project:
i) The diversity of research topic and related interdisciplinary 
approach;
ii) A tradition of appHed and contextual research, and
iii) The theoretical framework of transactionalism,
9
These will be discussed below.
1.3.1 Diversity of content and discipline
It is difficult to talk of one environmental psychology since the field covers a 
diversity of topics and disciplines. In addition, one common theme amongst 
environmental psychologists is their desire to address real world problems. 
As a result it is clear that the subject is shaped in each country by different 
social, economic and political forces. For example, Austrahan environmental 
psychologists have examined landscape assessment, climate and impact 
assessment (Thorne, 1987), whilst Japanese environmental psychologists 
have studied disasters and the impact of high density living (Hagino, 
Mochizuki and Yamomoto, 1987). In Britain environmental psychology 
responded to the concern in the 1960s for housing and planning (Donald and 
Canter, 1987), and in Germany, post war reconstruction gave impetus to the 
subject. In North America the poHtical changes in the early 1960s and a 
growing environmental awareness shaped the course of environmental 
psychology (Proshansky, 1973). Present areas of research in France include 
environmental stressors (e.g noise), environmental perception and 
representation, space design and appropriation of space (Bernard, 1991). 
Recent topics studied in Sweden include housing and urban design, work 
and traffic environments and environmental stress (Kuller, 1987).
Diversity of topic continues to be a feature of the subject: A review of the 
last five year of Environment and Behaviour and the Journal of
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Environmental Psychology reinforces this with studies ranging from 
pollution to grocery shopping choices.
In addition to a diversity of topics, environmental psychologists come from 
many research backgrounds, e.g anthropology, geography, sociology, 
architecture, medicine and planning.
The present research is influenced predominantly by the British and North 
American traditions of environmental psychology. In the U.S. a significant 
factor in the emergence of environmental psychology was the 
disillusionment of some social psychologists (Rosnow, 1981; Gergen, 1982; 
Altman,1986). Some regarded the content as "too pristine, insular and 
separated from the world" (Altman, 1987, p 614). They wished to apply their 
traditional methods to new "real world" phenomena (e.g Baum and Valins, 
1973; Aiello, 1975; Freedman, 1975). Others (e.g Proshansky, 1972; 1976) 
called for a reexamination of the epistemology of the subject.
In Britain environmental psychology emerged from an applied 
interdisciplinary perspective, with
"the contributions from academic psychology having been surpassed, at 
times, by those from human geography and urban sociology" (Donald and 
Canter, 1987; p  1281)
This diversity could be problematic causing environmental psychology to be 
merely derivative. Indeed the criticism that the subject is atheoretical has 
been made many times over the past twenty five years (Proshansky,
11
1973;1987; Darroch and Miller, 1981; Rapoport, 1989; Kaplan, 1990;)
However, it is felt that this variety of approaches should not be discouraged 
since it leads to creative and rich research projects. Saegart and Winkel 
(1990) provide a thoughtful paper which addresses paradigms in 
environmental psychology and points a way forward to an interdisciplinary, 
theoretical approach. Their aim is to locate the individual, psychological 
level of analysis within the social, environmental and cultural context. This 
research remains at the individual level of analysis but recognises the 
context within which that is framed.
1.3.2 Applied and contextual research
The second key characteristic of environmental psychology is its contextual 
and consequently applied nature. Early environmental psychologists were 
keen to address real world phenomena (Proshansky, 1973). For some this 
meant taking topics of interest and considering them in a traditional 
experimental psychological way, eg crowding (Baum and Valins, 1973;
Aiello, 1975; Freedman, 1975). For others it  meant a more radical 
departure; an attempt to integrate contextual factors into a theoretical 
paradigm. As Proshansky, 1976 suggests:
"There is no physical setting that is not also a social and cultural setting" (p
Research needs to be contextualised if any progress is to be made in 
unravelling the complexities of human behaviour (Saegart and Winkel 1991, 
Stokols 1987). This means a move,
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"away from exclusively intrapersonal explanations of behaviour, toward those 
that encompass not only the immediate social environment but also the broad 
cultural, historical and geographical milieu of people's day-to-day activities" 
Winkel 1987, p42.
Winkel (1987) considers contextual factors as part of, and central to, any 
understanding and explanation of person-environment relationships. With 
this acknowledgement research can begin to produce theoretical constructs 
which:
"yield accurate estimates of the multiple dimensionality of the phenomenon 
that is the focus of the study" (Winkel, 1987; p 83).
Rather than consider the social and economic environment as background to 
be filtered out, it is considered as part of the phenomena being studied. 
Altman (1987) suggests that this is a fundamental departure from other 
world views, which see variations in the context as troublesome. This 
departure is formalised in the transactionalist perspective (discussed in 
detail in the next section). Transactionalists "embrace these limits as an 
accurate reflection of the complexity of human behaviour" (Altman, 1987; p 
513).
With the rejection of traditional psychological models comes a questioning of 
the concepts of controlling variables and traditional measures of validity. 
Some would suggest that this has become an "almost faddish rejection of 
design and procedures" (Ginsburg, 1980). Kaplan (1987) criticises Altman et 
M's study of the changes to a street around Christmas as so unique as to be
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of little research interest. Altman (1987) replied
"Although we admit that Christmas street is unique and non-replicable in 
many respects, it can be viewed as a possible exemplar of a generic class of 
salient community events that occur in many settings around the world" 
(Altman, 1987; p 507).
However, Winkel (1987) provides convincing arguments around the concept 
of validity, which must be reconsidered if the transactional perspective is to 
be pursued. The search for general relationships between variables is not 
rejected. Instead a plea is made for embedded research, research which 
acknowledges the interrelatedness of the different levels of influence on a 
setting.
This applied and contextual approach is taken by this study. It is integral 
to the transactional perspective which is discussed in the next section.
This discussion may lead one to ask what are the unifying features of 
environmental psychology? This is a crucial question. The main focus of 
research can be defined as the relationship between the person and some 
aspect of his/her physical environment. Environmental psychologists strive 
to understand the interactions or transactions between people and their 
physical environments. Necessarily, this has tended to mean that they have 
examined predominantly applied problems. Whilst it is possible to say that 
other areas of psychology have addressed applied problems, this was one of 
the driving forces behind the origin of environmental psychology. A further 
answer would be to suggest that environmental psychology as a subject
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belongs to a specific historical part of the development of psychology. By 
this it is meant that is it easier to define environmental psychology by its 
origins rather than its current status.
As discussed environmental psychology, specifically in the United States and 
the United Kingdom, grew out of a dissatisfaction with the social psychology 
of the 1960s which tended to be confined by experimental method to the 
laboratory. This situation has changed radically, with environmental 
psychology becoming more social (Canter, 1988) and, more significantly, 
social psychology becoming more environmental. Most recently, with the 
rise of environmental concern, studies examining these phenomena have 
become more commonplace with social psychology applying tested theories 
to specifically environmental issues.
Environmental psychology has two distinct approaches: firstly, the one 
taken by those who focus on a psychology of the physical environment and 
import theories from mainstream psychology, and, secondly, those who 
attempt to develop a specific theory of person-environment relationships.
The latter has been a genuine attempt to generate new theories and models 
examining the person and the environment.
1.3.3 Towards transactionalism - theory building
Canter, 1985; Altman, 1987; Altman and Rogoff, 1987 provide overviews of 
the four main paradigms found in psychology. These are: the deterministic,
15
interactional, organismic and transactional paradigms (after Altman, 1987). 
There follows a brief overview of the first three perspectives and then a 
more detailed account of the transactional paradigm. The reason for this 
discussion is twofold: firstly, it is felt to be important to state which 
paradigm this research is framed within and secondly, to show how that 
paradigm differs from others used in psychology.
Firstly, within the deterministic paradigm the person-environment 
relationship is regarded as causal. That is, the person reacts to a stimulus 
in the environment or vice versa. The person and environment are 
considered to be separate entities. Emphasis is put on proving causal 
relationships between the person and the environment. Saegart and Winkel 
(1990) consider this under the heading of the adaptation paradigm.
Secondly, the interactional perspective focuses on the combination of person 
and environmental factors rather than the effect of one on the other. The 
person and environment are still regarded as intrinsically separate from 
each other but they interact. Emphasis is placed upon determining the 
amount of variance attributed to the person, the environment and the 
interaction between the two. This is formalised in the statistical method of 
analysis of variance.
Thirdly, the organismic paradigm emphasises the study of holistic 
integrated systems. The unit of analysis is the whole system rather than
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the parts of the system. The system comprises independent parts. Systems 
are considered to be dynamic and driven towards an ideal state which would 
be "total stability and the absence of change" (Altman, 1987; p 621).
Finally, there is the transactional paradigm which has been variously 
termed "holistic" (Craik, 1973), "contextual" (Stokols, 1987) or more widely, 
"transactional" (Canter 1985; Oxlev et ah 1986; Winkel,1987;). In this 
research it will be referred to as the "transactional" perspective or 
paradigm. A transactional perspective assumes:
"psychological phenomena are holistic events composed of inseparable and 
mutually definable psychological processes and social environments 
..transactional world views consider the whole to be composed of inseparable 
aspects that immediately and simultaneously define the whole" (Altman, 
1987; p  621)
This is a rejection of simple cause and effect conceptions of relationships 
between human behaviour and environments (Credk, 1973; Proshansky, 
1973, 1976; Bronfenbrenner, 1977, 1979; Darroch and Miller, 1981; Saegart 
and Winkel, 1990).
Individual and group relationships are treated as part of a greater whole 
rather than explored as isolated units. The system is composed of aspects 
which gain their identity through, and are defined by, relations to other 
aspects. This perspective:
"assumes that wholes are composed of inseparably existing actors engaged in 
dynamic psychological processes...in social and physical contexts" (Altman 
and Rogoff, 1987;p 12)
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The emphasis for study is on the defining qualities of the setting that
govern functioning of actors in physical and social contexts. This means the
focus of study should be on roles, meanings, rules and action. As an example
Stokols and Shumaker (1981) have developed a
"categorisation of places based on their functional, motivational and 
evaluative meanings” (Stokols and Shumaker, 1981; p.445).
There is no assumption here that the whole is driven towards an ideal
homeostatic state. Rather, time and change are intrinsic and defining
features of psychological phenomenon. This puts the emphasis on the study
of process and change. Examples of transactional studies are Werner et al
(1985), Bronfenbrenner (1979) and Moos (1976).
Saegart and Winkel (1990) provide a sophisticated and current analysis of 
transactional paradigms within environmental psychology itself. They 
present a typology of four paradigms: adaptation, opportunity-structure, 
sociocultural, and historical synthesis. The adaptation paradigm is 
deterministic but the other three are all within the transactional 
framework, and as such are worth considering in detail.
1.3.3.1 Opportunitv structures paradigm
This differs from the adaptive paradigm by emphasising the goal directed 
nature of the individual and the process of choosing the best options within 
a system of socio-physical constraints. The person-environment relationship 
is a transactional one and this is most like the traditional transactional 
perspective presented by Altman (1987). Canter (1988) echoes this
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emphasis on meanings and action.
1.3.3.2 Sociocultural paradigms
The emphasis here is on the recognition that environmental meanings and 
actions are not solely individual constructions. These paradigms are not 
different in nature to that of the opportunity structures paradigm; they 
differ in terms of levels of analysis, with the focus on social and economic 
influences on research findings. Literature in the sociocultural paradigms 
attempts to relate the individual and group social structural characteristics 
of human responses to threat.
"The individual both defines and is defined by the groups in which s i  he 
participates" (Saegart and Winkel, 1990; p. 465)
The focus is on the group and societal level rather than the individual level 
expressed by the opportunity structures paradigm. Research findings are 
not attributable to individual action or group action alone, rather the social, 
political and economic opportunities are considered as part of the 
construction of social meaning.
1.3.3.3 Historical svnthesis
This is a proposal for future research. There is a recognition that:
"Practically, efforts to improve the relationship of people with their 
environment cut across the boundaries of these three paradigms. In studies 
of the workplace, for example, the need to accommodate employees' various 
work demands has led to consideration of factors associated with stress and 
adaptation, fit between the physical organisation of the environment and task 
demands, small group processes and organisational dynamics (Sundstrom 
1986, 1987). " (Saegart and Winkel, 1990 p 466).
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The call here is for research that considers different levels of analysis of the 
same subject. Rather than dismissing the different paradigms for producing 
limited research, which is the imphcit assumption behind Altman's review, 
Saegart and Winkel (1990) suggest ways in which research findings can be 
integrated, especially across disciplines.
1.4 The research in context
Each of the paradigms presented above have contributed to our 
understanding of the psychological processes underlying behaviour. 
Ultimately, any framework is chosen because it is felt to illuminate the 
subject under examination. The transactional perspective was chosen for 
this research because its assumptions and foci of study are considered 
appropriate for studying place attachment and place identity. This 
approach focuses on roles, rules and meanings. The person and the 
environment are defined in relation to each other, as opposed to having 
separate definitions independent of each other. As such, the research focuses 
on how a person’s residential environment is defined in terms of place 
attachment. Further, the research examines the meaning of that 
relationship to the person’s identity. Such complex relationships are more 
easily conceptualised within a transactional framework (Altman, 1990). A 
word of caution is given by Kaplan (1987) in her critique of this paradigm, 
suggesting that the data produced is so contextualised and unique as to 
have little value in illuminating similar events or settings. A balance needs 
to be struck between work that overgeneralises and work that is trivial. In
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this research, the focus is on looking at relationships between key variables, 
within a unique context. It is hoped that patterns of behaviour described 
will add to the general understanding of place attachment and place 
identity. In keeping with this paradigm a range of methods are used in this 
research, semi-structured interviews and questionnaires. Given the 
assumptions of reciprocity underlying the transactional framework, analyses 
focus on the relationships between variables. However, it has to be 
acknowledged that the emphasis given to time in the transactional 
perspective is not considered in this research, since all data collected is 
cross-sectional. Both multiple regression and Multidimensional Scaling 
methods of analysis are used in this research.
The empirical focus is on one area as a unique setting within which the 
affective bond with that area, place attachment, will be examined. The aim 
is to look for patterns of attachment, relationships between constructs. 
Further, the research will examine what the meaning of this attachment to 
place has for people with respect to identity processes. In addition, the 
literature on place identity and attachment to place will be reviewed, to 
consolidate the research in order to develop a testable model which is 
theoretically driven. Findings from this research are necessarily limited 
since they focus on one specific place, but through comparison with other 
research projects general patterns will be looked for. This research falls 
within the opportunity-structures paradigm (Saegart and Winkel, 1990) 
emphasising the goal directed nature of individuals and their affective
21
relationships with their local environments. The social and economic 
climate will he discussed with its implications for these relationships, but 
the research focuses on the individual person-environment relationship.
Chapter Two provides a social and economic historical perspective on the 
Surrey Docks area including a profile of the area in the 1990s, thereby 
contextualising the research. Chapter Three is a review of the literature 
from urban sociology, humanistic geography and environmental psychology 
which is pertinent to the research. Chapter Four focuses on Study One 
which explored the extent and nature of the salience of this area for a small 
number of residents. The aim was to see if there were differing perceptions 
and attachments to the same area. This was carried out in order to 
establish the basis of the research. Chapter Five begins with the proposed 
model of the place attachment. The questionnaire designed to measure this 
model was piloted and is presented in Chapter Five. Chapter Six presents 
Study Two. This tested the model of place attachment and linked it 
empirically with environmental identifications. Chapter Seven links place 
attachment with identity processes. It discusses the similarities and 
differences between social and place identity and presents the framework for 
Study Three. Chapter Eight presents Study Three which aimed at linking 
salient places with environmental identifications and identity processes. It 
explores the idea that a salient place can support, maintain and help 
develop aspects of identity. Chapter Nine is a discussion of the work in a 
wider context, conclusions and suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO - THE RESEARCH CONTEXT: SURREY DOCKS
This chapter presents an overview of the historical and sociological 
background of the area examined by the research.
The area of land now referred to as London Docklands covers eight and a
half square miles. It is the largest urban renewal project in the world.
Those eight and a half square miles include land on both sides of the River
Thames. Numerous small communities in this area grew and declined with
the docks and associated industries. After the last dock closure in 1981
what remained was an area united in poverty and urban decay. Map 2.1
shows the area designated as London Docklands in 1981.
This area has attracted a huge amount of controversy:
"Docklands (an area defined by maximising the amount of vacant land and 
minimising the number of existing residents and hence those involved in 
consultation over the area's future)" (Newman and Mayo, 1983,p  529).
"The regeneration of Docklands is the greatest and most exciting property 
development in the world today" (Terence Conran, 1990)
"an anarchic lack of planning and a series o f bureaucratic bungles threaten 
to turn it into an environmental and social disaster that could blight much 
of the East End hinterland" (The Guardian, January, 1990).
It is an exciting, controversial place full of contradictions 
and paradoxes. Brand new skyscrapers overshadow inner city slums. The 
story of the redevelopment of London Docklands is one which has been 
ongoing for nearly twenty years. The following sections present tha t story.
2.1. A brief historical overview of the area with a focus on
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Surrey Docks, Rotherhithe, (London) the area of the research.
2.2 A discussion of the pohtical background to the present 
development. An examination of the plans of the London Docklands 
Development Corporation.
2.3 A profile of Surrey Docks: The physical, social and economic 
make up of the area today, eleven years after the beginning of the 
redevelopment.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide the political and social context of 
the research. An examination of people’s relationship with their local area 
adds another dimension to measuring the success, failure and future of an 
urban renewal scheme.
2.1. The historical development of Docklands
"In its heyday in the mid nineteenth century London was the busiest port not 
only in Britain but also...in the world" (Hardy, 1983, p 6).
The docklands area of London was a busy and thriving port in the early
nineteenth century. It became a centre of various heavy industries,
ironworks, engineering and ship-building as well as ship-repairing, rope
making and cooperage. A vast complex of Docks and associated port
industries grew up in this area during the nineteenth century.
At its peak there were numerous working docks within the eight and a half 
square miles. There were four sites: Wapping and Limehouse, Isle of Dogs, 
Royal Docks and Surrey Docks (see Map 2.1).
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These dock areas opened in the nineteenth century to cope with increased 
river trade (see Table 2.1).
Year Docks Dock area
1802 West India Docks Isle of Dogs
1805 London Docks Wapping and Limehouse
1806 East India Docks Isle of Dogs
1812 Limehouse Basin Wapping and Limehouse
1828 St Katherine’s Docks Wapping and Limehouse
1855 Royal Victoria Dock Royal Docks
1858 Surrey Docks Surrey Docks
1868 Millwall Dock Isle of Dogs
1880 Royal Albert Dock Royal Docks
1921 King George V Dock Royal Docks
Table 2.1 Opening dates of docks
The study was conducted in the redeveloped Surrey Docks (see Map 2.2 for 
details) which is situated on the south side of the river. Surrey Docks 
refers to the network of docks that used to cover the peninsula (see Map
2.3). The area is known as Rotherhithe. Up until the 1930s, when it was 
handed over to the Borough of Bermondsey, Rotherhithe was under its own 
governance. Today it is part of the large borough of Southwark (see Map
2.4). As early as the fourteenth century the waterfront towards Tower 
Bridge was used by shipwrights, breweries, watermills and wharves. In the 
seventeenth century the wharves were busy landing domestic wares such as 
fats, skins and food. Further down, along the Rotherhithe waterfront there 
were mostly shipyards and timber wharves.
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In 1620 the Mayflower sailed from Rotherhithe to Southampton and 
Plymouth before going to America. Surrey Docks, as the complex was 
known, was opened in 1858. However, there were docks in the area before 
this date. The first dock, Howland Wet Dock, opened in 1703. In the 1760s 
it became known as Greenland Dock due to involvement in the Northern 
Whale fishery. In the nineteenth century Greenland Dock became the focus 
for building new docks, timber ponds and the Grand Surrey Canal. It was 
this larger complex that made up Surrey Docks. By 1909 there were fifteen 
interconnected docks, ponds and basins besides the canal (Pudney, 1976; 
Beck, 1907). Because of the tracts of dockwater the peninsula was 
effectively an island. People remember when it was called the "Island", 
because if the bridges were up at either side it was not possible to get off or 
on the peninsula. As a result Rotherhithe had many of its own services, a 
fire station, hospital and police station all contributing to a feeling of self 
containment and separateness.
The growth in the area slowed, and levelled out before eventual decline. 
However, pervading the Docklands was the belief that there would always 
be prosperity in the area. This prosperity did last through the 1930s. The 
depression was regarded as a temporary downward trend rather than any 
indication of the dechne of the docks. However, in the 1940s with the talk 
of the reconstruction of London the Docks were regarded as integral to that 
renewal.
30
Even though there was a general move downstream of investment, the 
image of the upstream docks as important places of trade continued. It was 
not really until there were major closures in the industry that people 
acknowledged that the docks were in decline. Closures took place over a 
period of fourteen years. Table 2.2 shows when the major docks were 
closed.
Year Dock
1967 East India Docks
1968 St Katherine’s Docks
1968 London Docks
1969 Limehouse basin
1970 Surrey Docks
1980 West India and Millwall Docks
1981 Royal Docks
Table 2.2 Dates of Dock Closures
Surrey Docks was closed in 1970. Three main reasons are given by Hardy 
(1983) for the dechne of the industry:
i) Historical overprovision - The laissez-faire attitude of the 
nineteenth century had led to overprovision and competition between the 
Docks. This competition led to smaller companies going out of business. By 
the end of the Victorian era the original nine companies responsible for the 
upstream docks had been reduced to only three. The Port of London 
Authority which had been set up in 1909 in order to regulate the activities 
of the Docks controlled these companies.
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ii) Changes in trade - A further major reason for the decline of the 
docks was a change in trade. Oil became the major sea-borne commodity 
and this required deepwater terminals close to the sea rather than 
upstream docks. A decline in the demand for luxury goods, furs, ostrich 
feathers and ivory also reduced the use of the Docks. Finally, the passenger 
trade went entirely. These docks, once a major source of movement in 
London, have given way to Heathrow which is now the main point of 
departure for overseas voyages (Hall, 1982). In addition Britain ceased to 
be the focus of world trade and suffered from competition from continental 
ports.
iii) Changes in technology - There were two major changes in 
technology which contributed to the decline of the docks. The first was the 
coming of steamships which demanded larger and deeper docks. The second 
was containerisation which meant that goods were handled in large 
containers rather than in individual boxes. These containers needed large 
areas for storage and so once again the more spacious docks e.g. at Tilbury 
were preferred. It was hoped that steamships and containerisation would 
bring profitability to the Docks. Instead, they added to the decline of the 
industry.
With hindsight it is possible to say that the decline of the docks was in 
evidence for a century or more. It was not until the late 1960s that the 
local economy collapsed with a falling population and rising unemployment. 
Between 1966 - 1971 the population of greater London fell by 5%, yet in the
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five Docklands boroughs the rate of decline was 10%. The rise in 
unemployment was more dramatic than this fall in population. As the rest 
of the South East prospered, Docklands was an area of poverty. The Docks 
were closed between 1967 and 1981. Surrey Docks was closed in 1970. In 
addition local industries were closing and being rationalised. In 1982 the 
registered unemployed in the Docklands Boroughs exceeded 71,000 
compared with some 1,600 vacancies. In Southwark it was 16,036 and in 
1987 up to 19,470 (Docklands Consultative Committee, June 1990). Poor 
quality housing, high infant mortahty rates, large numbers suffering from 
respiratory diseases, high truancy and crime rates were all symptoms of the 
decline clearly manifest in Docklands.
2.2 Renewal and restructuring
The closure of majority of the docks by 1970, coupled with the general 
decline of the area left a place waiting to be created. Given the number of 
interested parties, each seeing different opportunities in the decaying docks, 
there was much debate and conflict.
Three borough councils were involved: Newham (Royal Docks), Tower 
Hamlets (Isle of Dogs, Wapping and Limehouse) and Southwark (Surrey 
Docks). Superficially, there was agreement amongst the borough councils 
over what needed to be carried out to renew the area: revival of local 
economy and a commitment to new public housing. But underneath were 
disagreements over the proportion of private and public investment.
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At the next level of government, the Greater London Council, there were 
regular changes in ideology, with swings from Labour to Conservative 
councils. United in support for the project, there was disagreement over 
whether the renewal should be private or public sector led. Inevitably, 
there were different conceptions of "public interest" by the local councils and 
the GLC. This led to an eventual bypassing of the local councils and the 
setting up of Docklands agencies to overview the whole area.
Finally, central government has always been involved in the Docklands from 
Peter Walker (Secretary of State for the Environment) from 1970 to 1974 to 
Michael Heseltine (Secretary of State for the Environment) in  the 1980s.
The next section considers the different plans proposed for the 
redevelopment.
2.2.1 Plans for Docklands: 1970 - 1981
Peter Walker commissioned consultants, Travers-Morgan to
"make an urgent study of the possibilities for comprehensive redevelopment of 
the area" (London Docklands Study Team, 1973; p i)
The London Docklands Study Team, produced five different plans for 
redevelopment. Four of the five options proposed developments with luxury 
homes, office spaces, marinas and tourist schemes. On presentation to the 
local councils these plans were rejected because there had been no 
consultation at the local level. This was in 1973. The proposed 
developments were regarded as an attempt to use the land for City and
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West End purposes, rather than improving the quahty of hfe of the existing 
residents. In addition, it was felt that these plans separated Docklands 
from the rest of the East End.
Faced with this rejection, Geoffrey Rippon (Peter Walker’s successor as 
Secretary of State for the Environment) saw no choice but to withdraw the 
whole set of proposals and start again. In order to avoid a similar conflict 
he estabhshed the Docklands Joint Committee (DJC) in the early 1970s, 
which fully consulted the councils and the pubhc. To mediate this, the 
Docklands Forum was set up which has representatives from a range of 
community groups (see Docklands Forum annual report 1990 for current 
overview). By 1976, the London Docklands Strategic Plan was produced. 
This plan was to guide development over a twenty one year period. It 
recognised the social needs of the local communities, and included a 
proposed manufacturing base in the community to aid recovery from 
economic decline. These had been overlooked in the Travers-Morgan plan. 
Although the London Docklands Strategic Plan considered the needs of the 
local communities, the details of the plan would be worked out by the 
politicians. This meant that there was no guarantee that land allocated for 
industrial estates would be used in that way.
The London Docklands Strategic Plan aimed to please both the consulted 
communities and private sector investors. As such it was bound to have 
compromises (Newman and Mayo, 1983).
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Between 1976 and 1979 the economic and political climate changed. In 
1977 the Conservatives returned to power in the GLC. Although they were 
happy to retain the DJC, a new promotional agency, the Docklands 
Development Organisation was established in 1978, Local interests were 
disappointed because this organisation had no extra powers and no local 
accountability. It was a return to government executive control. But it was 
the election in 1979 of a new Conservative government that made the 
biggest impact on the development of the Docklands.
In September 1979 Michael Heseltine became Secretary of State for the 
Environment. He disbanded the existing planning machinery for 
redevelopment of the area and established the London Docklands 
Development Corporation (LDDC). This was one of the Urban Development 
Corporations (UDC) created to speed urban renewal. The LDDC embodied 
the spirit of enterprise fostered under the Thatcher government. Control 
was passed to central government thereby eliminating any local 
accountability. This ignored the 1976 strategic plan and the criticisms 
against the previous five plans. More than the 1973 plan, the emphasis was 
on ofiice developments and luxury accommodation. To stimulate growth 
there was a relaxing of controls on private capital and the setting up of an 
Enterprise Zone (on the Isle of Dogs) in which planning legislation, customs 
control, taxes and requirements to train labour were waived in  order to 
encourage private investors. The object of the UDC was "to secure the 
regeneration of its area" which was to be achieved by:
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"hringing land and buildings into effective use, encouraging the development 
of existing and new industry and commerce, creating an attractive 
environment and ensuring that housing and social facilities are available to 
encourage people to live and work in that area” (Local Government Planning 
and Land Act, 1980).
The LDDC has control of development in the area. This is a crucial power 
because it allows the LDDC to grant planning permission without any 
recourse to the local authorities. Effectively, planning control lies with the 
LDDC Board. The LDDC is a quasi-public body headed by a private sector 
Board. The Board consists of thirteen people appointed by, and only 
accountable to, the Secretary of State for the Environment. It is not 
accountable to the local electorate.
2.2.2 The London Docklands Development
This section briefly describes the overall aims behind the LDDC
redevelopment and the developments in each of the four dock areas.
The aim of the LDDC was to create an area of land that was desirable to
outside developers. It did this in two major ways. Firstly, by "pump
priming" the area. This meant that public money was spent on providing an
infrastructure for the area: a light railway, an airport, drains, roads and
other services. In addition, an Enterprise Zone was created. As the
Department of Environment introductory brochure suggests:
"the idea is to see how far industrial and commercial activity can be 
encouraged by the removal o f certain tax burdens and by relaxing or 
speeding up the application o f certain statutory or administrative controls” 
(DOE brochure, 1983)
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The creation of an Enterprise Zone meant there were tax incentives for 
developers to build there. With the relaxation of planning controls, projects 
could move much faster than usual in the building industry. Developers 
would be attracted, land prices would increase and soon there would be a 
second city of London.
The second way of attracting the developers was via the marketing strategy.
Docklands was sold as "The Exceptional Place". Any existing community
life was ignored and the Docklands was marketed as potential, as "dreams".
This was not just a marketing ploy, it was the reality since there was never
any plan for the new London Docklands. The nearest thing to a plan was a
development framework presented by Gordon Cullen (1982) comprising:
"those elements that make up the public realm - streets, squares, parks, water 
areas, quayside and riverside as well as public transport and statutory 
services....The corporation's own investment will be concentrated on these 
elements in order to provide serviced development sites in a strong and  
attractive framework. Within this framework buildings will have the role of 
defining and enclosing public space. " (quoted by C. Davies,in Architect's 
Review, 1987, 181; p 31)
This was much less of a plan than any of the previous ideas for the area. 
However, Docklands did attract many investors. Land prices rocketed, four 
hundred companies moved in, there was the largest private housing 
programme in the U.K, and in Canary Wharf the largest single inner city 
development in Europe. As Davies (1987) put it:
"Demand is high now. Everyone wants a juicy slice of Docklands." (A.R,
All this happened in the early and mid-eighties during the property boom.
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The following section describes the four areas of development and their 
current status.
Isle of Dogs
The Isle of Dogs has the Enterprise Zone. This meant the rapid growth 
office blocks culminating in Olympic and York’s flagship, 1 Canary Wharf a 
skyscraper dominating the landscape. The aim was to have 250,000 people 
working in the area when it was completed. In addition to the office space, 
an entertainment venue "The London Arena" was built. Housing in this 
area was aimed at the upper end of the market with exclusive riverside 
apartments.
In the height of the 1980s boom Canary Wharf had promise to become the
City of London in the East. However, with the continued recession firom
1989 on the Enterprise Zone has suffered. Neal Morris (1992) sums this up:
"Its pretensions have been shattered over the last 3 years: the yuppies who 
were supposed to inhabit the place have suddenly become an endangered 
species and the area has become a symbol of 80s unrealism" (Architects 
Journal, 8 April, 1992; p 11)
In 1992, Olympia and York was declared bankrupt and forced to abandon 
the enterprise zone. Seifert and Co., one of the country’s largest commercial 
architectural firms called in the receivers in July 1992. Springer (1992) 
suggested alternative uses for the premises since Canary Wharf was faced 
with "growing white elephant status" (Architect’s Journal, 1992, 27 May; p 
8). He suggested the area might be used for hostel accommodation and
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hospitals.
This development provided very little for the existing communities. 
Throughout the development there had been vociferous opposition from 
community groups who felt that they had been ignored and overlooked (see 
Docklands Forum 1990, Docklands Consultative Committee 1990 for 
details).
Wanning and Limehouse
This area has been marketed as the "Chelsea of the East". It is probably 
best known for its warehouse conversions and exclusive residences. In 
addition Grade II listed warehouses and vaults a t Tobacco Dock have been 
refurbished into speciahty shops, restaurants and leisure facilities, which 
are aimed at the tourist market and the casual shopper as opposed to 
providing shops with basic provisions. It has not proved to be an 
overwhelming success, possibly due to its location; it is a place people 
would have to go to specifically, it does not attract the casual passerby. In 
times of recession it is probable that people do not have the money to do 
this type of luxury shopping.
The Royal Docks
The Royal Docks have yet to be redeveloped. It is the largest of the four 
sites and, with the City Airport already there, was regarded as having great 
potential to be developed as an international conference venue. In addition
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a stadium, hotel, shopping centre and homes are proposed for this area. 
However, since this is the last site to be developed, the recession has hit it 
hardest. In 1990 the Docklands Consultative Committee said that none of 
the proposed schemes was likely to develop in their original form.
The Surrev Docks
In this area all the docks except one have been filled in and as a result have 
effectively created a green field site. The development has been 
predominantly residential with a shopping centre, ecological park and a 
small industrial site. A second phase is proposed to Surrey Quays and this 
will contain a leisure centre and a cinema.
There are many types of house on the site ranging from exclusive riverside 
apartments to ordinary two and three bedroom family houses. There is a 
mix of council and private housing. Not all the houses have been sold. As a 
result the council are offering some houses a t low rent and others are being 
used to house homeless families from other parts of the borough.
2.3 Surrev Docks: a phvsical, social and economic profile 
As can be seen from Map 2.3 much of the Surrey Docks peninsula was 
water: docks, basins or the canal. In 1801 the population was estimated at 
10,296 and in 1901 at the height of trade it was 38,424 (London Borough of 
Southwark, 1980). Most of the residents worked on the river. The majority 
of the people belonged to several of the large families living in the area. This
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created a social network of friends and relations which has remained a 
characteristic of the area. People lived round the corner from their parents 
and next door to their siblings (Darby, 1973).
Surrey Docks has been inhabited by several distinct communities. Firstly, 
in the north of the peninsula a community grew up from a number of 
Cornish and Irish families who came to work on the Rotherhithe tunnel for 
Brunei (1825 - 1843). Brunei built offices and storerooms as well as houses 
for more than 300 workers. This must have had an impact on the local 
community (Lampe,1963).
In the 1930s, with the take over of Rotherhithe by Bermondsey, the crowded 
Victorian alleys were replaced with several estates: Silver Walk, Redriff, 
Amos and Adams Gardens Estates. Anecdotal evidence suggests that each 
of these estates were almost tribal in their loyalties.
As a result of trade with Scandinavian countries, a community grew up of 
Swedish, Norwegian and Finnish people. There are churches for all of these 
nationalities still in use in the area.
Over the centuries the communities of this area have been composed of 
manual workers relying predominantly on the river for their living. With 
the move of the docks further downstream the livelihoods of many people 
disappeared.
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Already from this brief overview one can see that several distinct 
communities lived in this small area. Redevelopment, as conceived by 
LDDC, showed little regard for the history of these areas. Darby (1973) 
criticised the London Strategic Plan for showing a similar lack of 
understanding of the nature of these communities.
2.3.1 Recent population statistics
The area where the study was carried out constitutes one ward: Dockyard. 
This is a political boundary, and takes in the peninsula. Before 1971 this 
ward did not exist. It was made up of the parishes of St. Marys and St. 
Peter.
The information discussed below comes from the 1971, 1981 and 1991 
censuses as well as an LDDC survey carried out in August/September 1988 
by NOP market research. The LDDC sample covered 1,156 residents which 
comprised 21% of the population in this area.
In 1971 the total population of Dockyard ward was approximately 11,198 
and in 1981 it was 8,102, a decrease of 27.65%. By 1988 it  was estimated a t 
9,684. This shows a small increase in the population of the ward. For the 
early 1990s the LDDC estimated the population of the peninsula to be 
17,619 which is a large increase. The census shows that the total 
population in 1991 was 13,530 which is less than the projected figure.
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In 1981 the "usually" resident population was 8,079. Of that 3,841 were 
male dnd 4,238 were female. Table 2.3 shows the percentage of ages of the 
population compared with the 1988 survey and the 1991 census:
AGE PERCENT 1981 PERCENT 1988 PERCENT 1991
0 - 4 6.7 9.0 9.5
5 - 15 14.7 12.0 11.4
16 - 24 15.5 15.0 14.9
25 - 34 15.0 25.0 26.6
3 5 -4 4 9.3 11.0 12.6
45 - 64 20.3 17.0 14.5
65+ 18.5 11.0 10.1
-  . j
Table 2.3 Ages of population 1981, 1988. 1991. (Data from OPCS: 1981, 1991 
Census and LDDC Household Survey, 1988)
It shows that the greatest increase has been amongst the 25-34 year olds. 
This is the age range that the development was aimed at, young
professionals. Otherwise there has been a decrease in the numbers of 65+, 
since 1981.
In terms of employment, in 1981, 92.8% men aged 16-64, were classed as 
economically active. Of those, 74.5% were in full-time employment, 1.0% in 
P^ri-time work and 17.3% were out of work. 7.5% were classed as 
economically inactive and of those, 68% were retired and 4.1% of those were 
full-time students. 65.5% of women aged between 16 and 64, were 
considered economically active. 40.3 % of those were in full-time jobs and
44
19.7 were in part-time jobs. 5.5% were out of work. Of the 34.4% 
economically inactive women, 3.8% of them were full-time students.
The LDDC sample looked at the whole population together. They found 
that 51% of those of employment age were in full-time work. 7% of the 
population were in part time work and only 8% of the population were out of 
work. This seems to be a big decrease in unemployment.
According to the census in 1991, 80% of men over 16 were classed as 
economically active. Of those 65.5% were in full-time work, nearly a 10% 
decrease from 1981, 2.8% were in part-time work and 16.7% were out of 
work. This is a slight decrease in unemployment since 1981 but a 50% 
increase from 1988. I t is possible that the sample used by the LDDC was 
skewed. 19.5% were classified as economically inactive, which is more than 
a 50% increase from 1981. Of those that were classed as economically 
inactive, 19.6% were students and 52.9% were retired. That is an increase 
of 15% in the numbers of students in the area. 57.4% of women over 16, 
were classed as economically active, 63% were in full-time work, which is an 
increase of 23% on the 1981 figures. 17.3% were in part-time work and 
13.8% were out of work. This is an increase in unemployment since 1981 of 
8%. Of the 42.5% economically inactive women, 36.6% were retired and 
7.4% were full time students.
There were 3,043 households in 1971, 3,263 in 1981 and this had risen to
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6,054 households in 1991.
Table 2.4 shows the tenure of the households in 1981, 1988 and 1991:
Tenure of house 1981 1988 1991
Owner occupied 2.1 29.0 34.0
Council rented 81.3 55.0 36.5
Other rented 16.6 16.0 27.4
l aDie Z.4 i'enure ot households 1971, 1981, ]991
There has been a marked change from rented to owner occupied housing. 
This was encouraged by the Thatcher government who let people by the 
council houses that they were renting. There has also been an increase in 
rented accommodation in the private sector. In this area the LDDC estimate 
that 16% of owner-occupiers bought their homes from the council.
2.4 Conclusion
The redevelopment has brought a different way of life to Surrey Docks. 
What used to be a bustling hive of industry, then a neglected area of urban 
decay has been changed into a residential area with large open green spaces 
and many new houses. The aim of the LDDC was to regenerate the area. 
The method employed to do this was one of building new houses, 
landscaping the area and providing a shopping centre. The idea was to 
attract people with higher.incomes to come and Hve in the area. This has 
happened and people with a range of professions live next door to each 
other. As a result there are people with many different reasons for living i 
the area. Some residents have been there all their lives and wish to stay
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there, whilst others are using the area as a stepping stone to the suburbs. 
One aim of this research is to examine some of the relationships people have 
with their local environment in this area.
The success of urban regeneration cannot be judged only against the speed 
with which it has happened and the number of homes it has provided 
(Ledgerwood, 1985). It is also necessary to consider people’s relationships 
with the new environment and in particular their patterns of attachment to 
the place. This information provides another important criterion of success 
nrban regeneration and from that tentative predictions about the future 
of the area may be able to be made.
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CHAPTER THREE - THEORISING PLACE ATTACHMENT AND 
PLACE EDENTITY
As described in Chapter One the focus of the research is to examine the 
related concepts of place identity and place attachment within a redeveloped 
area (Surrey Docks, London).
Place identity and place attachment are comparatively new and 
unresearched concepts. Place identity is first mentioned as spatial identity 
by Erikson (1963) and was popularised by Proshansky in the 1970s. 
However, though there is a growing body of Hterature on place identity (e.g 
Proshansky et al, 1983; Korpela, 1989; Feldman, 1990), there is still much 
research to be carried out. Place attachment has been researched under 
several titles: community attachment (Hunter, 1974; Kasarda and Janowitz, 
1974 ; St. John et al, 1986), sentiment (Firey, 1945; Sampson, 1988), 
rootedness (Tuan, 1977), insideness (Relph, 1976), place dependence (Stokols 
and Shumaker, 1981) attachment to place (Gerson et al, 1977). It is only 
relatively recently that the label "place attachment" has been used as an 
umbrella term for these concepts (Shumaker and Taylor, 1983; Giuliani, 
1991; Altman and Low, 1992).
The roots of these and related theoretical constructs are found in several 
disciplines: urban sociology, humanistic geography, environmental 
psychology. This chapter will present relevant research from these 
disciplines with the aim of showing the basis of each of the three studies in
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this thesis. The order will be the following:
i) Place attachment - definition, methodologies and related factors.
ii) Appropriation of space and the meaning of home
iii) Place, identifications and identity.
3.1 Place attachment
3.1.1 Definitions
Although the term "place attachment" is relatively new, the concept of an 
emotional bond with a place is not. It has played a part in the community 
literature, as well as in the literature from humanistic geographers (e.g 
Tuan, 1974, Relph, 1976; Seamon, 1985). More recently, it has been 
examined by environmental psychologists (e.g Giuliani, 1991, 1993; Altman 
and Low, 1992) As a result there is a body of hterature and numerous 
definitions associated with place attachment. This bond has variously been 
termed: affective bond (Taylor et al, 1984; Rubinstein and Parmelee, 1992), 
place dependence (Stokols and Shumaker, 1981), place commitment (Gerson 
et al, 1977), sentiment (Firey, 1945; Guest and Lee, 1983; St. John et al, 
1986), symbohc relationship (Low, 1992) and emotional ties (Hummon, 
1992) rootedness (Tuan, 1974), insideness,(Relph, 1976).
The aim of this section is to take the definition of place attachment tha t is 
used in the research and use it as a way of examining the main approaches 
to this concept. The definition that will be used is: "an emotional bond to a 
place". The next few sections provide an explanation for the choice of this 
definition.
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3.1.1.1 Place attachment - an emotional bond
To begin with, in this thesis place attachment is defined as "emotional".
That is, it is concerned with the affective relationship a person may have 
with a place. This is opposed to a functional relationship that a person may 
have with a place. There is a variation between researchers with regard to 
the relative emphasis put on the affective component. For Gerson et al 
(1977):
"attachment to place refers to individuals’ commitments to their neighbours 
and neighbourhoods" p 139.
In fact Gerson et al (1977) define both functional and affective relationships 
as place attachment. Gerson et al (1977) analysed a national survey in the 
U.S., using four measures of attachment. Of these, one was affective 
attachment and the others were institutional ties, social activity and local 
intimates. Their research showed that these variables were not all 
intercorrelated. For example, having your family living locally did not 
correlate with other types of attachment. In addition, when analysed using 
multiple regression analyses, these different types of attachment did not 
have the same relationships with sociodemographic variables. For example, 
length of stay was not directly related to affective attachment but was 
related to involvement which in turn was related to affective attachment. 
From this Gerson et al (1977) concluded that place attachment was 
multivariate. Their definition is a more general one than the one used in 
this research.
Similarly, Riger and Lavrakas (1981) in their telephone survey of 1620
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adults in the U.S used the term "community attachment". This was 
measured by length of stay, anticipated length of stay, home ownership, 
feeling part of the area, recognition of strangers in the area and the number 
of children known in the area. Only one of the items relates directly to the 
person’s affective relationship with the area: whether or not they feel part of 
the place or not. From these items they derived two factors called "bonded" 
and "rooted". Four types of attachment were created using the combination 
of high or low scores on each factor. These types were then related to 
differing sociodemographic variables to produce a typology of people with a 
range of place attachments. Again place attachment is defined in general 
terms. The research presented in this thesis limits the definition to 
affective attachment.
However, researchers from a similar sociological tradition, use the concept of 
"comm u n ity  attachment" or "sentiment" to refer to the affective bond with a 
place (Firey, 1945; Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974; Guest and Lee, 1983; St. 
John et al, 1986). Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) carried out a study 
examining the sociological factors which influence the character of local 
community participation and attachment. They analysed data from a 
sample of 2199 adults from counties in the U.K. Here community 
attachment was measured using the following: feehng at home in the area, 
interest in the area and reluctance to leave the area. Their main aim was 
to compare two models of community, in order to show which variables were 
the better predictors of community attachment. Using a multiple
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regression method they found that length of stay was a better predictor of 
community attachment than population and density variables.
As already mentioned the sociological approach is only one of the 
approaches to place attachment. In any discussion of the affective bond 
with place one would have to discuss the work of humanistic geographers 
such as Relph (1976), Tuan, (1980) and Seamon (1981). Their perspective 
can be thought of as the other end of a continuum of place attachment. The 
sociological approach is at one end, both in terms of methodology and 
theoretical perspectives, that is, quantitative and aimed a t exploring the 
factors associated with place attachment. The geographers take a 
phenomenological perspective and are concerned primarily with the 
experience of place attachment. For these researchers the affective bond 
with places is defined as "rootedness":
"to have a secure point from which to look out on the world, a firm grasp of 
one’s own position in the order of things and a significant spiritual and 
psychological attachment to somewhere in particular" (Relph, 1976; p  38)
The emphasis is on the person’s experience of attachment. Place attachment 
as conceptualised by the phenomenologists is an intrinsic part of human 
health. It is derived from the philosophical work of Heidegger (1971) who 
considered the relationship between being and dwelhng:
"To dwell is to be set at peace, means to remain at peace within the free, the 
preserve, the free sphere that safeguards each thing in its nature. The 
fundamental character of dwelling is this sparing and preserving" (1971; 
pl49)
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Rootedness is conceived as a human need without which a person will 
become alienated and isolated. This contrasts with the structural 
alternative view where attachment is viewed as the outcome of decisions 
made within social and economic constraints.
There is not much empirical work carried out using this phenomenological 
perspective. Studies that are carried out tend to be qualitative. Rowles 
(1981) work is an interesting example of this type of study. He specifically 
examined attachment to place in old age, in residents of an Appalachian 
community. Rowles (1981) used another concept in the phenomenological 
literature, that of "insideness". This has been explored by a number of 
researchers (Buttimer, 1980; Seamon, 1981; Relph, 1976). Rowles (1981) 
through his interviewing and living in the area found that there was a sense 
of insideness which in turn led to a feeling of attachment amongst residents. 
This feeling was particularly strong among the older members of the 
community. He identified three components to this insideness: physical, 
social and autobiographical. Physical insideness is the sense of "taking for 
granted" the physical environment, such that a person can negotiate it 
without problems. Rowles (1983) suggests that having this type of 
familiarity with the environment could help compensate for the progressive 
sensory decrement that accompanies old age. The second component of 
insideness is social insideness. This stemmed from integration with the 
social life of the community. Living in this community over a number of 
years meant for many old people they had a network of people to whom they
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could turn if they needed help. More importantly, such social integration 
conveyed status and a sense of belonging. Finally, there was a sense of 
autobiographical insideness which:
"embraces not only the place o f the present by also a series of remembered 
places, of which the drab contemporary setting is but a remnant" Rowles, 
19% ]) 999.
An elderly person in the community could use the memories of the past to 
evoke a time when s/he was active and perhaps more competent. Having 
this relationship meant for these elderly people their attachment to the 
place represented an attachment to their past selves. This link between 
attachment and identity will be discussed later in the thesis.
This example is representative of the type of study carried out by these 
researchers. Their focus is on the exploring the experience of place 
attachment, predominantly a t the affective level.
The aim of this section has been to show the variety of approaches taken to 
the investigation of affective attachment to places.
Study One of the research focuses on the examination of the experience of 
affective attachment and related constructs. Study Two uses a quantitative 
approach, similar to that of the sociologist in this area, to test a model of 
place attachment and factors related to it.
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3.1.1.2 Evaluation and place attachment
Guest and Lee (1983) and St. John et al (1986) have carried out some 
interesting work which examines the relationship between affective 
attachment and evaluation. I include a review of their work because it 
helps further to define what is meant by affective attachment. It could be 
possible to say that place attachment was really just satisfaction with a 
person’s residential neighbourhood. Indeed, Stokols and Shumaker (1981) 
use satisfaction in their definition of place attachment. Whilst it is 
acknowledged that it is related to place attachment and may be 
incorporated into a general definition of attachment, I would argue that it  is 
conceptually different from affective attachment. Guest and Lee (1983) in 
their study of 1542 members of the general population of Seattle, U.S., show 
that the correlates of evaluation are not the same as the correlates of 
attachment. They measured attachment by how much a person would miss 
the place if they moved. Evaluation was measured by the extent of a 
person’s satisfaction with his/her neighbourhood. They then measured 
subjective and objective characteristics of the local neighbourhood. The 
subjective characteristics were spontaneously generated by the participants 
in response to enquiry about the positive features of their local area. These 
features were then correlated with the expression of evaluation or 
attachment. Examples of subjective characteristics were "friends and 
neighbours" and "safety". Objective characteristics were measured by 
answering questions about number of close friends in the area, and 
characteristics of the house (ownership and size). The results showed that
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whereas friends and neighbours were correlates of both attachment and 
evaluation, safety and housing quality were only major correlates of 
evaluation and not of attachment. With respect to the objective features 
size and value of the house were correlated with evaluation but not with 
attachment whereas home ownership was correlated with attachment.
Guest and Lee (1983) suggest that evaluation of an area is based on criteria 
that are considered to be necessary to meet basic needs whereas attachment 
is focused on the emotional response from feehng you belong to, and are 
part of an area. What Guest and Lee’s (1983) work shows is that evaluation 
and attachment seem to be separate concepts, related but with differing 
correlates. St. John et al (1986) measured the effect of satisfaction on 
community attachment in their study of 350 residents of Oklahoma City, 
U.S. They specifically wanted to examine the role of satisfaction on 
community attachment to counterbalance the emphasis in the literature on 
social integration as the dominant factor in the explanation of community 
attachment. They tested a model where attachment was the dependent 
variable and the independent variables were: race, SES, environmental 
satisfaction, safety from crime and social integration. They used a 
structural equation model (LISREL program) to analyse this. Their main 
finding was that although social integration has the more important effect 
on attachment, satisfaction with specific community attributes also has a 
statistically significant effect. People who were satisfied with the general 
physical appearance, the noise level and the quality of the neighbours in 
their local area tended to be more attached to them than those who were
56
less satisfied. St. John et al (1986) suggest this could mean that there are 
higher levels of attachment than previously thought in areas that seem to 
be lacking a well-developed social life. It suggests that not only can people 
be attached because of the social integration but also because of their 
evaluations of the area itself.
Study Two differentiates between evaluation and attachment and examines 
the relationships between them and other variables.
3.1.1.3 "Place" and place attachment
The aim of this section is to consider the concept of place in the definition of 
place attachment. Two areas will be discussed:
i) the question of environmental scale
ii) the distinction between sense of community and place attachment 
Environmental scale
By environmental scale 1 am referring to the nature of the place which is 
being researched. Work in this area has examined attachment to objects 
(Csikmenthayli and Rochberg-Halton, 1981;Rochberg-Halton, 1984; Belk, 
1992), rooms (Korpela, 1989; Chawla, 1992), neighbourhoods (Fried, 1968; 
Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974; Hummon, 1990; Giulani, 1991) and towns 
(Lalli, 1990). It is suggested that the processes involved and the fimctions 
of these attachments are probably very similar at each level but tha t it is 
important to make explicit at which level the research is being undertaken. 
In this case, "place" refers to the local residential environment.
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Sense of conununitv and place attachment
The reason for discussing this concept is to further clarify the concept of 
place attachment as it has commonalities with place attachment.
McMillan and Chavis (1986) define "sense of community" by focusing on its 
social and group aspects. The main components are: membership, influence, 
integration and fulfilment of needs and a shared emotional connection. Two 
points make this distinct from place attachment. Firstly, sense of 
community can be present with or without locale. Mcmillan and Chavis 
(1986) refer equally to the community of place (e.g neighbourhood) and the 
community of interest (e.g an organisation). However, in their analyses the 
emphasis is on the social relationships as opposed to the person- 
environment relationship. Unger and Wandersman (1985) sum up the 
difference between sense of community and place attachment:
"Attachment to place focuses on the affective role that places serve in the lives 
of individuals and groups. Sense of community is similar to attachment to 
place....However, the concept of sense of community gives more emphasis to 
describing human relations than to the unique importance of a specific 
locality for neighbours.." (Unger arid Wandersman,1985;p 157)
The second point 1 want to make about place attachment and sense of 
community concerns the level at which place attachment and sense of 
community are analysed. As Mcmillan and Chavis (1986) suggest sense of 
community is a shared emotional response, it involves a group of people 
delineated either by geography or by membership to a specialist group.
When place attachment is referred to in the literature, and given the way it 
has been analysed, it focuses on the individual’s emotional bond to a place.
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This is an important distinction to be made. Other work (Low, 1992) 
describes place attachments in cultural terms. I would suggest that here as 
with place, there is a sense of scale, from the individual through the group 
to the cultural and poHtical. Research could examine place attachment at 
all levels. This research remains at the level of the individual.
The aim of this section has been to explain the choice of place attachment 
definition used in this research. In so doing some of the studies that have 
been carried out in this area have been presented.
3.1.2 Operationalisation of place attachment
It is in the area of operationalising the concept of place attachment that 
there is the least consensus. A plethora of indices are used to measure 
place attachment. The main division is between those researchers who use 
measures of activity, e.g length of residence in the area, to indicate place 
attachment (e.g Gerson et al, 1977; Riger and Lavrakas, 1981) and those 
researchers who use attitudinal indices to indicate place attachment (e.g 
Guest and Lee, 1983; St. John et al, 1988). Giuliani (1991) criticises 
the use of activities as measures of attachment. For her, place attachment 
cannot be measured in tha t way. She discusses the confusion associated 
with equating the attachment experience, an emotion, with the behaviours 
that may be related to it. She suggests that Gerson et al (1977) make the 
mistake described by Ainsworth 1978:
"Those who explicitly or implicitly view attachment as a trait (or general 
motive)...consider attachment behaviour as indices of attachment by then 
define attachment solely in terms of its indices" p 302
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I would suggest that the differences in operationalisation stem from the 
defimtion differences. As has been described, some researchers use a more 
general definition of place attachment than others. These more general 
defimtions (Gerson et al, 1977) include activity as an attachment. Some 
researchers use activity as measure of attachment. Others use attitudinal 
measures (see Table 3.1 below for a summary). It is confusing when both 
types of measure are used and discussed as equivalents. However, in this 
research place attachment is defined as affective and it is the subjective 
perception of place attachment with which I am concerned. Therefore i t  is 
more appropriate for me to use an attitudinal measure of place attachment. 
Study One uses semi-structured interviews to examine components of the 
attachment experience. Study Two uses Davidson and Cotter’s (1981) scale 
of attachment with the aim of quantifying that experience. The reasons for 
the choice of that scale are given in Chapter Five.
3.1.3 Foci of empirical enquiry
The research into place attachment can be divided broadly into two 
categories, differentiated by their conceptual foci. This conceptual 
distinction is mirrored by a methodological distinction.
Firstly, there are researchers who use place attachment as a dependent 
variable and aim to determine its predictors. (Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974; 
Gerson et al, 1977; Riger and Lavrakas, 1981; Guest and Lee, 1983; St.
John et al, 1988) Sociological variables such as length of stay, SES, social
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networks are used in order to predict place attachment. In addition, these 
researchers tend to operationalise place attachment using activity measures. 
For example, Gerson et al (1977) suggest someone has institutional ties 
because s/he belongs to organisations in the area. Similarly, Riger and 
Lavrakas (1981) call someone socially bonded to an area if they can 
recognise strangers in their neighbourhood etc. These researchers use 
quantitative methods to investigate their research questions, with the 
questionnaire as the main research instrument.
Secondly, there are those researchers who are more experiential and 
psychological, for whom emphasis is placed on the relationship between 
place attachment and the self concept, specifically identity (Cooper-Marcus, 
1976; Eyles, 1989; Giuliani, 1991; Belk, 1992; Chawla, 1992;).
The studies which explore the attachment experience and link it  with the 
self-concept use qualitative methods. As such these studies (Cooper-Marcus, 
1976; Giuliam, 1991; Chawla, 1992) define attachment and examine 
patterns of attachment, related variables and the impact on the self concept 
of attachment and the consequences of changes in that attachment. Chawla 
(1992), Rubinstein and Parmelee (1992), Cooper-Marcus (1992) ask people to 
recall their memories of special places. This technique produces accounts of 
relationships with eg favourite childhood places (Chawla, 1992). Using 
these data Chawla (1992) examines types of attachment experience. 
Rubinstein and Parmelee (1992) explore place attachment in old age. They
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provide examples of attachments over the lifespan, elicited through 
interviews. These are used to develop a model of place attachment in later 
life. Like Chawla (1992) this method produces accounts of relationships 
people have had with past residences. Rubinstein and Parmelee (1992) 
concentrate on attachment as a process, examining the ways in which 
people form and maintain place attachment over the lifespan. Cooper- 
Marcus (1992) examines the environmental memories of special places of 
childhood recalled by adult design students. This used interviews in order 
to elicit the data. These studies are characterised by the fact that they 
examine attachment to special places and they use retrospective data.
For the latter researchers the research question concerns the nature of that 
attachment. Whereas for the sociologists, the question is whether or not 
people are still attached to places in todays mobile society and what 
behavioural consequences that might have.
Researchers (Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974; Gerson et al, 1977; Riger and 
Lavrakas, 1981; Guest and Lee, 1983; Taylor et al. 1984; St John, 1986), 
from a sociological background, use survey techniques to elicit their data. 
Examples of these studies are presented in Table 3.1.
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Study Operationalisation of 
place attachment
Type of 
measurement
Gerson et al 1977 Institutional ties 
Social activity 
Local intimates 
Affective attachment
Three activity 
measures and one 
attitudinal
Riger and Lavrakas 
1981
Social attachment 
Physical rootedness
Two attitudinal and 
one activity 
measure
St. John et al 1986 Belonging,
anticipated length of 
stay and "sorry to 
leave"
Attitudinal
Guest and Lee 1983 "sorry to leave" Attitudinal
Kasarda and 
Janowitz 1974
Belonging, interest, 
and "sorry to leave"
Attitudinal
Davidson and Cotter 
1981
Scale of 17 items, 
one main factor 
indicating affective 
attachment
Attitudinal
Table 3.1 Examples of quantitative place attachment studies
Giuliani (1991) and Hummon's (1992) work combines the conceptual 
approach of one with the methodological approach of the other. Both use 
interviews to elicit their data though Giuliani (1991) does stress that here 
work is exploratory. However, both combine the search for predictors of 
attachment vdth descriptions of the attachment experience. Hummon 
(1992) integrates attachment with community identity, suggesting tha t it is 
via community identity that people become attached. It is in this tradition 
that the present research is undertaken. A combination of methodologies is 
used in order to counteract any bias from one type of method. In Study Two 
a questionnaire based on the interviews in Study One is used in order to 
test a model of place attachment.
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3.1.4 Factors related to place attachmAnf.
Finally, this section will discuss some of the factors related to attachment. 
The data from these studies was used in order to shape the interviews in 
Study One and later the model in Study Two.
Congruence between goals, values and environment
Shumaker and Taylor (1983) consider congruence between the person’s goals
and aspirations and the facilities in the environment. When there is a
match between the two, Shumaker and Taylor (1983) suggest that
"congruence between needs!goals and available resources enhances 
attachment in that such congruence increases perceived dependence on the 
immediate environment" p. 234
Shumaker and Taylor (1983) reference Michelson (1977) with regard to this 
concept. However, Michelson (1977) makes no mention of the concept of 
place attachment in his model of residential choice. Yet, it is assumed by 
Shumaker and Taylor (1983) that this "dependence" on amenities will lead 
to a "positive affective bond...between individuals and their residential 
environments" (Shumaker and Taylor, 1983; p. 233). I would suggest that 
this is a  matter for empirical verification rather than something that can be 
assumed.
The emphasis for Shumaker and Taylor (1983) is on a place meeting ones 
functional needs as opposed to meeting psychological needs. Given the 
evidence of the experiential work I would suggest that place attachment 
develops from something stronger than the congruence between functional
64
needs and the environment.
Giuliam (1991) considers that the greater the congruence between place and 
the person’s identity, the more likely place attachment is to occur. This 
means living in a place which you feel represents your values and 
aspirations as well as meeting functional needs.
The types of qualities sought in residential environments is influenced by 
numerous variables (Michelson, 1977). Winkel (1981) shows that different 
social classes value different qualities in their home environments. For 
example upper and upper-middle income families place great emphasis on 
settings in which both people and environments are congruent with the 
values they believe should be appropriated to their status. Status, 
homogeneity, basic similarities in housing style and the desire tha t the 
neighbourhood represent a sound investment are all stressed as important 
issues. Duncan (1973) shows how social status is manifested in the value of 
different environmental criteria in two different neighbourhoods. He 
examined 1139 homes in an area of Westchester County, New York and 
found marked differences in the style of homes and gardens depending on 
the social status of the residents.
Rivlin (1982) considers the location and distribution of those needs in the 
local area. A concentration of a range of facilities in a small area make the 
local area a focus for activity. Increased activity in the local area leads to
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to greater attachment to that area. Giuliani (1991) agrees with this 
suggesting that the greater the number of involvements in the area the 
greater the strength of attachment.
Study Three examines the consequences of congruence or incongruence 
between the person and his/her local environment in terms of identity 
processes.
Social networks
This is something that is considered by many of the researchers (Gerson et 
al, 1977; Shumaker and Taylor, 1981; St. John et al, 1986; Guest and Lee, 
1988; Giuliani, 1991). Shumaker and Taylor (1981) suggest that people with 
social networks in their local area form stronger attachments to that area 
than those people without those social networks. Guest and Lee (1988) 
found that the best subjective predictor of attachment was the presence of 
friends and neighbours in the local area and the best objective predictor was 
visiting friends and neighbours locally. Indeed, it might be said that place 
attachment is just attachment to the people in the area. St.John et al 
(1986) found that the most important variable affecting attachment was 
social integration. They also found that there was a relationship between 
satisfaction with the environment, safety from crime and attachment. They 
make the point that social integration is only one factor that lead to 
attachment. Someone may be attached because they are satisfied with the 
area in which they live. This is interesting and suggests that someone may
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be attached to their neighbourhood but not be involved with the people in 
that community. This is echoed by Riger and Lavrakas (1981) with their 
typology of attachment patterns, detailed below. Ultimately, this can be 
separated into two relationships which may or may not be related to each 
other. One is the individual’s relationship with the place and the other is 
the individual’s relationship with the people who live in tha t place as 
discussed above.
Length of stav
Length of stay is a predictor of place attachment that is much discussed by 
researchers. Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) compare the ecological model of 
community (Park, Burgess) with that of the linear model of Tonnies and 
Wirth. The ecological model predicts that length of residence rather than 
density or size will be a better predictor of community attachment. They 
show that this is a more appropriate way of examining community 
attachment. Gerson et al (1977) also examine length of residence in an area 
and find that when social ties are held constant, longtime residents were no 
happier with the places that they lived in. If it were not for these social 
connections, time would have little effect, suggesting that the feelings of 
satisfaction are generated more by the presence of social connections than 
by mere length of stay. This challenges work by Kasarda and Janowitz 
(1974). Giuliani (1991) adds an interesting contribution to this debate. 
From her exploratory work with residents in Rome she discusses the time 
orientation of a person. She suggests that there are people who are
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"preservers" and people that are "modifiers" with respect to their 
environments. "Preservers" will tend to value familiar environments as a 
symbol of identity. "Modifiers" are more likely to change their environments 
in order to express their identity. Giuliani (1991) suggests that for the 
preservers their attachment is likely to be related to length of stay in an 
area since it is concerned with activities in the past rather than 
opportunities for the future. For the "modifiers" however, their attachment 
may be dependent on how much potential they see in the place and how 
much time they want to invest in that place. A further useful predictor of 
attachment is then likely to be anticipated length of stay in the area, as this 
is in some way a measure of a person’s commitment to the place.
Giuliani (1991) suggests that a future orientation wiU help establish new 
attachments, becoming special as a "new home". Age per se is not the 
important factor, more the orientation of the person which can be reflected 
by the combination of length of stay and anticipated length of stay. A past 
orienter is likely to have high scores on both of these, not only wiU they 
have lived in the area for a long time but also they will intend to stay in 
that area for a long time. A future orienter attached to the local area will 
probably be a newcomer to the area, but will wish to stay there for a 
reasonable length of time. This links in with length of stay and its 
relationship to attachment.
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Lifestage
Linked to length of stay and attachment is the relationship between age and 
place attachment. Rubinstein and Parmelee, 1992; Rowles, 1983 show how 
older people with an orientation to the past are unlikely to want to leave the 
place where those memories remain. Shumaker and Taylor (1983) consider 
the relationship with attachment in terms of the changing needs of the 
family household through the life stage. Congruence between the needs of 
the family household and the facilities provided by the residential 
environment at each stage wül increase attachment. Gerson et al (1977) 
show how stages in the life cycle relate to variations in local and emotional 
involvement in a local area, such that people with children tended to be less 
happy with their neighbourhoods and less reluctant to move than  those 
without children.
Riger and Lavrakas (1981) produce four profiles of attachment. Firstly, 
young mobiles, who are low bonded and low rooted. They tend to be fairly 
well educated and unlikely to be involved in community groups but do use 
the area for entertainment. These people are likely to see the place as a 
temporary residence. Secondly, young participants who are high bonded 
and low rooted. They are likely to be less well educated, with children and 
to be involved in community groups. They are likely to see the area as a 
permanent home. Thirdly, isolates who are low bonded and high rooted. 
They tend to be older adults without children a t home. They are not 
involved in local social affairs but are physically rooted in the area. Finally
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there are established participants who are the high bonded, high rooted 
group. These are older adults with children still a t home who are vary 
active in community groups and also use the area for socialising. They 
appear to have chosen the area as a permanent home and are also closely 
involved in activities there. This shows the patterns of attachment related 
to differing lifestages.
These are the key factors in  the literature that are related to place 
attachment and the hypotheses stemming from them will be examined in 
Study Two.
3.1.5 Conclusion
One aim of this research is to integrate the two main approaches to place 
attachment: the factors related to place attachment (e.g Kasarda and 
Janowitz, 1974; Gerson et al, 1977) and the experience of place attachment 
(e.g. Relph, 1977). Both these approaches make valuable contributions to the 
exploration of the concept of place attachment. The former group of 
researchers attempt to show how people become satisfied with their home 
areas after weighing up the costs and benefits of staying in one place as 
opposed to another by taking a rational decision making perspective. 
Whereas Relph’s (1976) work is theoretical bordering on the philosophical 
and lacks little empirical support.
The aim of this research is to situate the affective core of place attachment
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within a framework of sociological variables. It is felt that neither of these 
approaches are adequate on their own to explain the concept of place 
attachment.
In this research, attachment is regarded as an affect and measured 
attitudinally. This will be examined in relation to behavioural indices such 
as length of stay and number of relatives in the area.
So far this literature review has considered the relationships between place 
attachment, social involvement, length of stay, and demographic variables. 
However, there is no discussion as to what psychological process might be 
involved to bring about these relationships.
3.2 Appropriation of space
It is suggested that appropriation of space is one psychological process by 
which a person comes to he attached and identify with a place. This section 
examines the origins, definitions, and empirical work on this concept.
The concept of appropriation originates as an anthropological term with its 
roots in Marx and Hegel. Marx (1963) considers how wo/men reproduce 
themselves in the production of things via work. During this production 
s/he recognises things that cannot be understood and so there is a feeling of 
alienation from the items of production. Appropriation is the taking in of 
these objects and making them part of the self. Marx considers
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appropriation to change a person’s identity, that is hy acting on the external 
world and changing it the person a t the same time changes him/herself. 
Appropriation according to Marx is the realisation of human potential.
The first psychologist to use the concept is that of Vygotsky (1962). He 
suggests that via language a person appropriates the past of his/her society 
and culture. Leontiev (1973) further explored this suggesting that a 
person’s mental development is dependent on appropriation of social 
activity.
Appropriation of space is considered in detail by Korosec-Sefarty (1976a).
It is concerned with acting on the physical environment, associating a place
with a certain action thereby making it  "personal".
"space appropriation refers rather to a dynamism aimed at exercising a 
mastery over a space. It represents an effort at making the latter congruent 
with the individual" (Korosec-Serfaty, 1976b:p 47)
Proshansky (1976) echoes this and defines appropriation of space as a
person’s sense of mastery and control over the environment:
"The appropriation of space is conceived of as "conquering" or "overcoming" 
or "dominating" a difficult or threatening physical setting" (Proshansky,
This sense of control and mastery can be described as a continuum from 
physical possession of a space (e.g buying a house) to a psychological notion 
whereby feeling a place is safe for you to walk through is a form of 
appropriation, in that the space belongs in your mind to a collection of safe
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places, where no one will say that you cannot go there. This is in the 
strongest sense felt to be an expression of your belonging to a place.
In addition, Dovey (1985) considers appropriation, in terms of a dialectic, 
where to have appropriated a place means to care for it and "spare" it 
(Heidegger 1971) and take and incorporate the world into our sense of 
identity.
''Appropriation is rooted therefore in action in the dialectical practices of 
everyday life through which we appropriate aspects of the world as anchors 
for self-identity" (Dovey, 1985: p 48).
For Proshansky (1976) there is a distinction between intended and 
unintended appropriation of space. Intended appropriation occurs when a 
person aims to "conquer" an environment, as an explorer may do. 
Unintended appropriation may occur through feelings of familiarity and 
ease with the environment. Inevitably there is a reciprocal relationship 
between the feeling of control or mastery and feeling at ease in the 
environment.
Proshansky (1976) divides the literature on appropriation of space between 
work which focuses on the means of appropriation and that which focuses 
on the ends. The means of appropriation of space are the ways in which a 
place may be appropriated. Dozio et al (1976) examine appropriation 
practices in Venice. They monitored the activities of users in a square in 
Venice. They cite playing, washing, etc as ways in which people gain a
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sense of control/mastery over public areas in  Venice. Korosec-Serfaty 
(1976b) considers appropriation by familiarisation examining the way people 
discuss "their" square and changes to it. Knowledge of an area is a further 
way of appropriating that area. It enables a person to give directions to an 
outsider, it defines for them the feeling of knowing the difference between 
"here" and "there" (Moles, 1976).
At the building level, restructuring space and decorating (Proshansky, 1976; 
Graumann, 1976) are ways of appropriating that space, in short making it 
"yours".
Graumann (1976) discusses a Marxist view of appropriation where "each 
appropriation of something dialectically implies self realisation and 
development". Through the process of appropriation of space, in both 
psychological and physical terms one is both developing and expressing self 
identity. This process relates to the concept of place identity which will be 
considered in section 3.5.
Graumann (1976) makes an important point about what is appropriated. If
it  were just the objects or places as physical entities then there would be no
distinction between possessing and appropriating:
Tn the first place, not objects (hke places), but objective meanings, not 
things, but modes of relating to them are appropriated" (Graumann, 1976:p 
120)
That is a person appropriates the norms, rules and roles associated with a
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physical environment. This is a crucial point and an assumption which 
underlies this research.
What are the consequences of appropriation? In other words how can it he 
seen tha t a place has been appropriated? Empirical work carried out by 
Korosec-Serfaty (1976b) examines the way in which a group of people who 
live in an historic square discuss their psychological ownership of this public 
area. This is a qualitative study, using interviews and photographic 
evidence as data.
Korosec-Sefarty (1985) discusses how a place is appropriated by unwanted 
people (burglars). Again, this is a qualitative study using interviews with 
people who had been burgled. This unwanted appropriation happens 
through their touching clothes, using utilities, eating food. She suggests 
that when these items are considered extensions of personality then a 
person can feel that s/he has been personally violated. This account of 
burglary considers the personal experience, the feelings generated from that 
experience of being burgled.
In this research it is suggested that there several variables associated with 
appropriation of space which could be measured. These are: safety, freedom 
of movement, belonging/identification and efficacy in the environment.
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3.3 The meaning of home
Home is an area that has been examined predominantly by phenomenologist 
researchers. With respect to this work it forms a crucial link between place 
attachment and identity. The home in this context is regarded as a 
significant place to which a person may be attached. Much of the research 
has focused on the relationship between the experience of home and 
identity. Relph (1976) considers home to be:
"the foundation of our identity as individuals and as members o f a 
community, the dwelling place of being. Home is not just the house you 
happen to live in, it is not something that can be anywhere that can be 
exchanged, but an irreplaceable centre of significance" p  39.
Two types of approach can be discerned in the meaning of home literature 
(Despres, 1991): studies which have attempted to define a conceptual model 
of home and those studies which have proposed or tested different 
interpretative theories of the human factors that have shaped the meaning 
of home. The interpretative theory considered here is a social psychological 
one. That is the relationship between home and identity. Sixsmith (1986) 
suggests:
"The home can be seen as an extension of oneself, perhaps in two senses, 
corresponding to James (1892) distinction between the subjective self (the "I") 
and the objective self (the "me")" (Sixsmith, 1986; p  290).
Sixsmith (1986) elaborates on the differences between home as a centre of 
belonging (subjective self) and aspects of home, things which represent and 
contribute in someway to a person’s self-identity. In this exploratory study, 
using a multiple sorting task, she asks twenty two people to describe what
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they meant by home and then to put those descriptions into groups. Her 
main conclusion is the categorisation of three constructs of home: personal, 
social and physical.
Dovey (1985) considers home within a phenomenological framework, 
examining the distinction between home and house. He uses the distinction 
between abstract space and existential space to differentiate between house 
and home. Home is elaborated on as order, identity and connectedness. As 
identity Dovey makes a key point:
"Identity implies a certain bonding or mergence of person and place such 
that the place takes its identity from the dweller and the dweller takes 
his!her identity from the place" (Dovey, 1985; p 40)
His paper is a theoretical one, there is no empirical work to complement it. 
It is with this in mind that the meaning of home is considered. Despres 
(1991) lists five meanings of home that directly relate to a person’s identity, 
gathered from empirical work on the meaning of home (Hayward, 1977; 
Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton, 1981; Sehba and Churchman, 1986; 
Sixsmith, 1986). Firstly, home as security, control and refuge. Here the 
home is regarded as a place where one is physically and psychologically 
secure. Sehba and Churchman (1986) examine the significance of areas in 
the home by asking 185 adults and children from 45 families to describe 
their relationships with the objective features of their houses. They find 
that people attach psychological qualities to the spaces and consider the 
space in terms of protection and security. Home is seen as a place to retreat 
to in order to collect oneself.
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Secondly, home as a representation of one’s ideas, values and status. 
Decoration and size of home may represent status, tastes and interests 
(Rapoport, 1985; Duncan, 1973). Duncan’s (1973) study of the homes in an 
area of Westchester county, Nevy York is an example of how one’s choice of 
house can represent values and status.
Thirdly, home as acting upon and modifying one’s dwelling is part of 
achieving a congruence between self and place and a way of controlling the 
environment (Sehba and Churchman, 1986). Horowitz and Tognoli (1982) 
present an interview study -with ten men and women which examines the 
changes in perceptions of home since leaving the parental home. The show 
that these people experienced feelings of not being at home until they had 
achieved their own independent sense of being at home which corresponded 
to their new independence. Fourthly, home as continuity and familiarity 
which brings with it feelings of competence and efficacy. Over time home 
becomes a repository of memories and connections with past experiences and 
past selves (Rapoport, 1985; Dovey, 1985). Finally, home as the place where 
one is accepted and relaxed, which is related to positive self-esteem 
(Hayward, 1977). This work emphasises the affective component of home 
and attachment which is something that is often ignored by the urban 
sociologists.
3.4 Theories of the self and "place identity’
3.4.1 Clarification of the concept of "place identity"
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This section will discuss the relationship between theories of self and the 
concept of "place identity". However, to begin with the use of the term 
"place identity" needs to be clarified, since there is some confusion over it. 
For some researchers (e.g Proshansky et al, 1983; Feldman, 1991) "place 
identity" is discussed as an overlooked by vital sub-component of identity, 
comparable to "social identity" (Proshansky et al, 1983). The emphasis for 
these researchers is on the neglect of the role of the environment in the 
development of the self. In Proshansk/s et al (1983) work "place identity" 
is used in a wide sense to mean all thoughts, feelings, attitudes and 
behaviours that are place related. He does not address why or when specific 
places become salient for the self-concept and what that might mean in 
behavioural and attitudinal terms.
The second use of "place identity" is as a label someone assigns themselves 
indicating an identification with an area and its values e.g "I am a 
Londoner". These researchers (e.g Duncan, 1973; Hum m on, 1986, 1992; 
Lalli, 1988; Feldman, 1991) focus on the attitudinal (Hummon, 1986), 
perceptual/cognitive (Proshansky, 1978, 1987) and behavioural attributes 
(Feldman, 1991) specific to tha t labelling. This use will be termed 
"identification with" a place (after Graumann, 1983), and specifically place 
identifications.
Finally, there are those researchers (Cooper-Marcus, 1974; Korpela, 1989, 
1992; Hormuth, 1991; Belk, 1992) who emphasise the role places place in
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the formation and maintenance of aspects of the self-concept. This use will 
be termed "identity process related" to distinguish it from "identification 
with" places. Study One considers "identifications with" places and Study 
Three examines place and identity processes.
3.4.2 The self and the physical environment
Many of the researchers examining self and the environment trace their 
conceptions of the self back to James (1890) and Mead (1934). One of the 
earliest formalisations of the relationship between the physical environment 
and the self is that of the "material self’ elaborated on by James (1890).
This was the part of the self that related to property and material goods. It 
is regarded with the same importance as the "social self'. Together these 
parts of the self are concerned with the maintenance of a positive self­
esteem. They were involved with obtaining admiration, notice of others, 
influence and power. James (1890) was considering the ways in which 
people use homes and indeed their neighbourhoods as symbols of their 
personal prestige.
Mead (1934) considered the way the self develops. The origin of the self is 
in society. Through the objectification of the self which is achieved by the 
internalisation of role models, the self develops. During social interaction 
these roles are internalised and become the "generalised other". A child 
tries on different roles but it is not until s/he internalises the organisation of
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those roles that is the relationships between those roles that s/he has a 
unity of self
Mead (1934) conceived of an "I" and a "me" where the "I" was the unknown 
response to a situation and the "me" was the internalised role and 
associated rules appropriate to that particular situation. These two work 
together. He includes a footnote on the relationship between self and 
objects:
"It is possible for inanimate objects...to form parts of the generalised and 
organised - the completely socialised - other for any given human individual 
in so far as he responds to such objects socially or in a social fashion" (Mead, 
1934; p 154)
Rochberg-Halton (1984) provides an excellent exploration of the relationship 
of objects for the Meadian self. He interviewed 82 three generation families 
(315 participants) in Chicago, about the significance of special possessions to 
them. He begins by stating that for Mead:
"the essence o f self consists in a communicative relationship with its object, a 
relationship that includes the real social object as well as its representation 
in the mind" (Rochberg-Halton, 1981; p  345)
He suggests that through transactions with things, the self is cultivated. 
That is in investing external things with psychic energy they become 
representations of that energy, of the self.
"Transactions with cherished possessions are communicative dialogues with 
ourselves" (Rochberg-Halton, 1981; p 347)
Possessions and the home environment may be thought of as signs through 
which we communicate with ourselves and others. Rochberg-Halton (1981)
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illustrates this with the example of a fifteen year old girl and her "special" 
soft toys. As well as representing a friendship (one was given to her by a 
valued friend), she used them to comfort her when she was upset.
"In this way they enable here to carry on a dialogue with herself about her 
feelings and to work through her bad feelings through what Mead drawing 
from Wundt, termed a "conversation o f gestures" " (Rochberg-Halton, 1981; p 
357/
Rochberg-Halton (1981) concludes that valued possessions are vital in their
own right as signs of the self and necessary for the continued cultivation of
the self. Hormuth (1990) also takes this perspective but expands it to
include environments in developing his "Ecology of Self which consists of:
"others as the sources of direct social experience, objects, as symbols and 
representations o f social experience and environments as the settings for 
social experiences. They are reflected in self-related cognitions" (Hormuth, 
1990; p 2)
Hormuth’s (1990) work is based on a series of studies both quantitative and 
qualitative. He provides four functions of the physical environment with 
respect to the self. Firstly, it enables a person to engage in self-relevant 
behaviours. That is, certain environments, e.g a mountain, will enable a 
person to carry out a specific behaviour, e.g skiing, which is meaningful to 
them. Secondly, he suggest that places can stimulate self-relevant 
cognitions, by prompting memories of past action or providing opportunities 
to think about possible action. Thirdly, the physical environment can be 
used in order to present oneself to others. This is achieved through 
decoration, choice of home etc. Finally, a place will carry rules about 
behaviour that should occur in that environment, e.g a court. These
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functions are mentioned with respect to identity principles in Chapter 
Seven.
The self then, arises through social interaction and is essentially cognitive:
"It [the self] lies in the internalised conversation of gestures which constitutes 
thinking or in terms of which thought or reflection proceeds" (Mead, 1934; p
223;
Proshansky (1983) takes this Meadian perspective as the hasis for his 
conception of "place identity". He suggests that self-identity is a sub-section 
of the self, comprising specific, personal commitments and interactions He 
suggests however, that "place identity" is a unique part of the self-identity 
composed of:
"By place identity we mean those dimensions o f self that define the 
individual's personal identity in relation to the physical environment by 
means of a complex pattern of conscious and unconscious ideas, beliefs, 
preferences, feelings, values, goals, and behavioural tendencies and skills 
relevant to this environment. " (Proshansky, 1978; p 155).
The term "spatial identity" is first used by Erikson (1946) who includes a 
spatial component in discussing the sense of ego identity. However, it is 
not until Fried (1963) that "spatial identity" is used as a concept in an 
explanatory fashion. Fried (1963), in his now classic article uses the concept 
of spatial identity in relation to the grief reaction experienced by a 
community after forced relocation. He carried out 259 pre and post 
relocation interviews with residents of a community in Boston. The post 
relocation interviews were carried out two years after the relocation.
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Fried (1968) suggests that spatial identity:
"represents a phenomenal or ideational integration of important experiences 
concerning environmental arrangements and contacts in a relation to the 
individual's conception of his own body in space. It is based on spatial 
memories, spatial imagery, the spatial framework of current activity and the 
implicit spatial components of ideals and aspirations. " (Fried, 1963; p 156).
After Fried, Proshansky (1983) in the late 70s began to use the concept of 
place identity. His work is widely quoted in the literature and has been 
received as a valuable concept (Sarbin, 1983). Even so there has still been 
relatively little empirical work undertaken that actually explores aspects of 
his conceptual framework. Rather the studies that have been carried out 
(Feldman 1990, Korpela 1989, Hormuth 1990, Lalli 1991) used Proshansky 
and as a starting point but none have used his framework in their research. 
This research specifically focuses on place identifications and place and 
identity processes in an attempt to clarify the concept of place identity and 
link it with theoretical analyses of identity.
3.4.3 Settlement identification
Feldman (1990) carried out work on a concept which she calls "settlement 
identity":
"settlement identity is defined as patterns of conscious and unconscious 
ideas, feelings beliefs preferences values goals and behavioural tendencies 
and skills that relate the identity of a person to a type of settlement and 
provide dispositions for future engagement with that type of settlement" 
(1990;p 191 - 192)
This definition parallels Proshansk/s definition of place identity but is 
focused on settlement rather than a specific place. Her work is focused on
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the consequences for relocation of identification with" a specific settlement. 
Feldman’s (1990) research question examined the possible strategies by 
which the residentially mobile U.S public maintain continuity of residential 
experiences despite a lack of lifetime stabihty of residence in one home 
place. Feldman conducted a large survey of 1,648 employees in Denver, 
Colarado. She asked them what type of person they were: city, town 
country. She gathered data on their past and present residences and then 
asked them to evaluate prototypic settlements of each type discussed.
She hypothesised that although people may not identify -with one specific 
area e.g a Londoner, that the majority of people would identify with a 
specific settlement e.g city, town country.
Further, Feldman (1990) hypothesised that those with a settlement identity 
would a) wish to live in that settlement type, b) previously have lived in 
that settlement type and c) would positively evaluate their preferred 
settlement type in comparison to the other prototypic settlement types 
presented.
She suggested also that there would be a group of people who did not 
identify with one specific settlement and tha t their residential history would 
be one marked by moves between settlement types. She hypothesised that 
these people without a specific settlement identity would not give such 
differential evaluations of the prototypic settlements presented.
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Her results confirmed this and she was able to conclude that:
"people form psychological bonds with types of settlements, bonds that relate 
the identity o f the person to the identity of a type of settlement" p 222.
Feldman discussed how previous research proposed that people may
experience varying intensities of psychological bonds with tangible home
places (Fried and Gleicher, 1961; Fried, 1963; Relph, 1976). From her work
one could suggest that there may be a continuum ranging from those people
who have a definite settlement identity through to those people who have no
settlement identity.
One of the variables that may determine the intensity with which one 
identifies with a settlement type, is that of consonance between settlement 
identity and place of residence. Feldman (1990) showed that there were 
people who professed one settlement identity and lived in another. This was 
called the dissonant settlement-identity place of residence group.
Feldman’s (1990) work is welcome in an area that has focused on discussion 
of concepts at the expense of empirical evidence. She raises the question of 
how these bonds might be formed and what might be the consequences of 
having a settlement identity, beyond its usefulness in categorising the 
environment. It is from her work that the identification questions are 
derived in Study One.
3.6 Conclusion
The previous sections presented the literature that informs the empirical
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work. Although there are overlaps between areas of research, these 
concepts have not been examined all in relation to each other.
This section presents the strengths and weaknesses of research on place 
attachment and place identity, indicating the focus of this research.
(
The main strengths of the place attachment work is the variety of 
approaches that have been taken by researchers. This has led to the 
examination of the concept from several perspectives. However, this 
diversity is also a weakness since it has meant that the work lacks 
coherence. In addition the work has tended to he atheoretical and unrelated 
to other constructs. This research will examine both the experience of place 
attachment and the factors related to it, in an attempt to forge links 
between the sociological and phenomenological perspectives.
Place identity is regarded as a useful concept because it was conceived of as 
a way of integrating the physical world into a psychological construct. 
Proshanskys (1983) original definition is aU encompassing and empirical 
work rather than clarifying that definition has interpreted it in a variety of 
ways (Feldman, 1990; Lalli, 1991) leading to confusion. Further, although 
Proshanskys original work links place identity with theories of identity, 
there have been few attempts to investigate this empirically (Korpela, 1989; 
Hormuth, 1990). This research aims to examine place identity in relation to 
Breakwell’s model of identity (1986).
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This is the main aim of this research: to present an integrated model of 
place attachment, appropriation, and place identity.
This section sets out the proposed relationships that are examined in Study 
One. Since this work takes a transactional perspective concepts are 
regarded as aspects of a larger whole which is the person-environment 
system.
To begin with this research takes as given that people act with intention in 
their environments. They have purpose and as such their relationship with 
the physical environment has meaning for them. The purposes associated 
with living in an area can be broadly divided into functional, social and 
personal. A functional purpose could be nearness to work, social could be a 
desire to be near family and/or fidends and personal purposes could be 
concerned with status, self-esteem and identity. These purposes are 
interrelated, each affecting the other and each having prominence a t 
different stages of life. For example, for a young single executive being near 
to his/her job may be the driving purpose behind his residential choice. 
Getting married, moving in with a partner and/or having children may 
change this purpose to a more social reason. It may become more important 
to be near relatives and good friends than to be near your place of work. 
Finally, a person who has lived in one place and seen his/her family grow up 
there may wish to remain because of personal symbolic reasons, that place 
represents his/her past life (Bowles, 1983). In Study One people’s reasons
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for moving are considered in order to examine these purposes in a general 
way. Study Three focuses on personal purposes, that is identity.
Place attachment can be thought of as both a product and a process. As a 
product place attachment is an emotional bond with a specific place. I t is 
the experience of feeling attached and belonging to a place which can be 
stated at a point in time. As suggested this experience is multidimensional. 
As a result Study One examines the meaning of that attachment experience 
to the person. In addition an identification with locale/place/settlement is 
considered to be the label a person gives him/herself acknowledging his/her 
sense of belonging and attachment. Study One examines the relationship 
between these three identifications and the meanings of those identifications 
to the respondents.
As a process place attachment is the appropriation of space via involvement 
with the local area. It is a continuous dynamic process. As place meanings 
are appropriated so a sense of control, efficacy, and security develops which 
may lead to further or different appropriation practices. The relationship 
between these two strands of the attachment process is reciprocal.
Place meanings are only appropriated to the extent that the person wishes 
to appropriate them and will be done in a way that is comfortable for them. 
For some people knowing the neighbours well enough to speak to and being 
able to give strangers directions will give them a sense of belonging and
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efficacy. For others they will need to live in the area a long time and get to 
know a large network of friends before they feel attached or that they 
belong to the area.
From the place attachment literature it is hypothesised that experience of 
belonging will vary with residential history, lifestage and S.E.S. These 
variables influence the purposes a person may have in that home area and 
the salience of appropriation of place meanings to that person. Study One 
examines these variables in relation to belonging and identification.
As suggested, involvement or appropriation practices are the behavioural 
aspect of appropriation. These practices vary but include: use of local 
facilities such as shops, pubs, schools, ownership of your own home, 
involvement in local groups, mformal social interaction with neighbours, 
development of local social networks of firiends and/or relations and 
knowledge about the area gained actively through conversation and 
exploration of the area and passively through reading about the area. It is 
suggested that these are the key practices that lead to feelings of 
attachment and belonging. Study One considers a person’s activity, 
involvement and familiarity in the local area.
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CHAPTER FOUR - STUDY ONE
Study One sought to explore the concepts outlined in Chapter Three. A hrief 
review of those salient concepts is presented together with the questions 
addressed by Study One, and finishing with the results and discussion of 
the study.
4.1 General aims addressed bv Studv One
This study examines the meanings attached to theoretical constructs related 
to place attachment which were discussed in Chapter Three. In addition it 
focuses on the interrelationships between the characteristics of the 
participants, residential history, identifications with place, belonging, 
exclusive areas, groups and self efficacy. The questions addressing each of 
these areas are presented below.
Finally, the study examines the range of attachments in the area and the 
key variables which differentiate between attachment and non-attachment. 
This is with the view of creating a meaningful and testable model of place 
attachment. This was carried out by taking relevant concepts from the 
literature in order to create a framework for the interview. Details on the 
concepts are provided below.
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4.1.1 Rationale 
Demographic data
In the area of Surrey Docks there is a large mixture of different 
socioeconomic classes, attached for a wide range of reasons. The marketing 
of the area has been aimed at young professionals, a group which contrasts 
greatly with the traditional working class population of Rotherhithe and 
Bermondsey. Variations in place attachment and place identity were 
thought to be related to the demographic profiles of the respondents.
Residential History
The aim of this section is to examine patterns of moving behaviour of the 
interviewees. Feldman (1990) found that those people who had moved 
frequently between settlements were less likely to express a settlement 
identity. She also found that some people held settlement identities that 
were not consonant with the settlement they were living in. For example a 
person may say that they were a country person although they were living 
in a city. Settlement identity can be unrelated to the place the person is 
living in and for this reason it is relevant to look at where the person has 
come fi'om. This study explores whether people in this area can be 
categorised according to their place past and whether this is related to their 
being "movers" or "settlers".
Identification with place
This section examines the extent to which people have
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settlement/place/locale identifications. That is, do people express 
identifications and what are the relationships with their previous settlement 
choices? (Feldman, 1990). In addition to replicating aspects of Feldman’s 
work, this study examines how people explain their settlement 
identification and the extent to which it is meaningful to use the concept of 
identification with regard to specific places (e.g. Londoner) and the locale 
(e.g. I am a local person).
Representations of home areas
This section examines whether different groups of people describe different 
home areas and are those differences related to their lifestyles? (Lynch,
1960; Lee, 1968; review by Downs and Stea, 1973; Milgram, 1984).
Specifically, are the newcomers to the area oriented towards the north of 
the River Thames, and the older community oriented towards the south of 
the River Thames? There are two reasons for suggesting this:
a) Surrey Docks is part of the Docklands development, the bulk of 
which is North of the river (Isle of Dogs, Wapping and Royal Docks), yet the 
whole area of Docklands has been marketed as one place, with the emphasis 
on being able to live in the heart of London, targeting the young professional 
who might work in the City of London.
b) Surrey Docks stands in stark comparison to the areas around it, an 
area of new houses and landscaped green spaces which stand opposite run 
down high rise blocks of flats. It is a physically distinct area of the borough,
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but before the new development it was firmly integrated with Rotherhithe 
and Bermondsey, south of the River Thames.
ii) Is there a relationship between a person’s place attachment and their 
home area description? This can be considered as a relationship between 
acting in a place and identifying with it such that it is suggested that people 
with an identifiable home area will have some expressed level of place 
identification, whereas those people who do not have an identifiable home 
area may not express a strong place identification. It is suggested that the 
descriptions of home areas would reveal these differences.
Appropriation of Space
This section addresses the variables of appropriation of space. Four aspects 
are considered: safety, exclusive areas, belonging, and self-efi&cacy.
If an area is appropriated (Korosec-Serfaty, 1976), then a person is more 
likely to feel s/he can go wherever s/he wishes to without feeling unsafe or 
excluded. Is there a relationship between belonging and safety, such that if 
a person feels at home in her/his area then s/he would feel safe in that area?
The relationship between safety, exclusive areas, and belonging will be 
investigated, to see if a person feels that they belong to the place if they 
have appropriated it. Belonging here is meant with regard to the place and 
not the community.
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Self efficacy is also examined with the suggestion that appropriation of an 
area gives a person a sense of control and manageability (Winkel, 1981) over 
that environment. Therefore, it is suggested that there will be a 
relationship between belonging and efficacy.
Social Involvement
This section examines the social attachments people have in the area. On 
the one hand it is descriptive, an additional way of categorising people, 
investigating what the networks of the old and new communities might be. 
On the other hand the relationship between social networks and time spent 
in the area will be examined. It is suggested that there will he a trend for 
members of the old community to spend most of their leisure time in the 
local area, have family and friends in the area. Whereas, new residents will 
be less oriented to the local area for leisure, have no family in the area and 
fewer close friends in the area.
4.2 Method
4.2.1 Sample
The sample was an opportunity sample collected by door to door visiting. A 
leaflet explaining the project was put through 100 doors in streets in Surrey 
Docks, chosen to represent the old and the new development in the area. At 
a specified time the researcher returned to arrange an interview with the 
householder. From this method twenty-four people were interviewed (24% 
response rate). Some people were not in, and some people would not open
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their doors to strangers. Only two people who were approached refused to 
he interviewed. This sample contains a range of houses built both before 
and after the new development.
4.2.2 Interview schedule (a copy is presented in Appendix 1)
In Section One respondents were asked their age (less than 20 - over 70yrs), 
sex, marital status (married, divorced, cohabiting, widowed, single), number 
and age of any children, employment (unemployed/employed and type of 
work) and partner’s employment. With regard to residential history 
interviewees were asked how long they had been living at their present 
address and how much longer they anticipated staying there, where they 
had lived before and their length of stay in that house. Finally they were 
asked about their reasons for moving to their present house. The reasons 
for moving were content analysed.
Section Two focused on the identification questions. The settlement question 
(Do you think of yourself as a city/town/country person?) was taken from 
work earned out by Feldman (1990). In addition the interviewees were 
asked if they had any specific place identification and local identification. 
For all these questions they were asked to elaborate on why they held those 
identifications. The responses to those questions were content analysed (see 
below).
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Section Three examined belonging. The interviewees were asked to describe 
the physical area which they regarded as their "home area". In addition 
they were asked if they felt at home in the area as compared to their 
previous residences and to elaborate on what made them feel a t home. The 
descriptions of feeling at home were content analysed.
Sections Four and Seven were concerned with appropriation. Section Four 
contained questions on whether or not the interviewee felt safe in his/her 
home area. They were also asked if they felt there were any areas from 
which they felt excluded in the local area. For both these questions 
interviewees were encouraged to elaborate on their answers. Section Seven 
contained two questions on efficacy. Firstly, the interviewee was asked if 
s/he felt s/he could have an effect in the area if s/he wanted to make a 
change (e.g protest over further development). Secondly, they were asked if 
they had ever taken any action with respect to change in the local area (e.g 
writing to an MP or the council).
Sections Five and Six asked questions about the social world of the 
interviewee. Section Five asked questions about their perceptions of groups 
and group differences in the local area. In Section Six they were asked 
about their leisure time and the number of relations and friends they had 
living locally. The final section asked the respondents to evaluate their 
experience of living in the area.
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4.2.2.1 Content analysis
Three sections were content analysed: explanations for moving, 
identifications, and belonging. The other sections of the interview schedule 
were coded using a firamework decided upon before the interviews were 
carried out and focused on questions with "yes" or "no" answers. The 
sections that were content analysed were examined for meaning and were 
considered to be more exploratory than the other sections.
The content analysis was carried out by examining the responses for 
themes and noting the frequency of each theme. The unit of analysis was a 
sentence (Holsti, 1969)
Explanations for moving
The explanations for moving were generated from the answers to "Why did 
you move to your present house?". From the literature a number of themes 
were expected: access to job, wanting a larger house, access to facilities and 
family (Michelson, 1977). In addition given the nature of Docklands it was 
expected that people may have bought houses there as investments, which 
they would sell and move on. The transcripts were examined for themes. 
Thirteen categories emerged and these could be split into general and 
specific reasons for moving.
Identifications
The identifications data were examined for themes. From Hummon’s (1990)
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work it was expected that city identifications would be considered in terms 
of activity. To be included in that category a person would have to mention 
the liveliness of living in a city, emphasising the busy nature of city life. 
Three main categories were found, activity, "born and bred", and ease of 
access. Local identifications were also content analysed and eight categories 
were elicited.
Belonging
In order to examine feelings of belonging the answers to the question about 
what made a person feel at home in the area were analysed. From that four 
categories were elicited.
4.2.3 Procedure
The interviews were carried out over a period of a month in December 
1990/January 1991. All the interviews were conducted in the homes of the 
interviewees, and lasted between forty minutes and two hours. The 
researcher followed the interview schedule and all the interviews were tape 
recorded and then transcribed.
4.3 Results
4.3.1 Demographic profile
This section provides the demographic data of sample. The sample 
contained 11 men and 13 women. The majority of the men were under 40, 
whereas the women fall into two groups, 21-40 and 51-70. Overall, the
99
women interviewed were slightly older as a group than the men.
The majority of the sample are married and of those who are married, 50% 
have children. Of those that worked (79%) there was a range of professional 
and non-professional people. These variables will be examined in relation to 
the reasons for moving questions to see if there are differences between 
different occupational statuses and their values in a new environment.
4.3.2 Residential History
Thirteen of the interviewees have lived in Surrey Docks for between 1 and 5 
years. This is not surprising when it is considered that the new 
development has taken place within the last seven or eight years.
There is a mixed pattern for desired length of stay. Over a third of the 
interviewees expressed a desire to stay in their homes "for the foreseeable 
future". The majority of the interviewees (19) have moved from within 
London with seven of them moving within the same borough. This suggests 
a commitment to staying in London and for some people a com m itm ent to 
staying in the area. The majority (15) had lived for less than ten years in 
their previous homes.
4.3.2.1 Explanations for moving
The answers to the question "Why did you move here?" were content 
analysed. The themes and their frequency are presented below. Examples
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can be found in Appendix 1.
REASONS FOR MOVING
1. Proximity to job 12
2. Family ties to the area 11
3. Value for money - investment 7
4. Wanted a larger home 5
5. Wanted aesthetic environment 5
6. Familiarity with the area 3
7. Somewhere new and interesting 3
These are the explanations which the interviewees provided when they 
discussed their reasons for moving. It was suggested that the interviewees 
could be grouped according to these reasons for moving. In order to analyse 
the reasons for moving a Multidimensional Scalogram Analysis (MSA) was 
earned out on the data. An MSA makes full use of raw data drawing on 
categorical similarities and dissimilarities (Lingoes, 1973; Zvulun, 1978).
The MSA aims to create a geometric representation of the scalogram. A 
scalogram is a rectangular matrix of columns as items and rows as subjects. 
Each respondent has a profile of categories. For example: a = 2111, b = 2211 
etc. The profile is the respondent’s scores across a number of questions. In 
this example the data matrix was created out of the reasons for moving. In 
order to create the matrix the respondent was given a "1" is s/he had 
mentioned the reason and a "2" if s/he had not. Each respondent has a 
profile of seven numbers. These numbers make up the cells of the data 
matrix and show which responses were made by each individual. The MSA
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analyses this categorical data and plots people in  a 2D space such that those 
respondents who are more alike in their scores will be closer together on the 
plot. If there is a structure in the data then those respondents who had 
similar reasons for moving will he grouped in regions of the space and it  will 
be possible to partition the plot to show these groupings. As well as 
producing a plot with all the respondents spatially arranged the MSA 
produces item plots (see Fig. 4.2). Each item plot represents, in  this case a 
reason for moving. It shows the scores for each person on tha t item.
Fig. 4.1 MSA Reasons for m oving
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Fig. 4.2 Item  plots for MSA
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The measure of the "goodness of fit" of the data is whether it is possible to 
partition the plot into meaningful regions. It must be recognised that only if 
there are relationships between the items will the plot be divisable into 
meaningful partitions. In this example it is possibe to partition according to 
the item plots. On the basis of the scores of the respondents a line can be 
drawn to divide those people who expressed a specific reason for moving 
from those who did not. In this case six of the seven reasons for moving 
divided up the space on the plot. The only item which did not partition was:
7. Somewhere new and interesting 
This suggests that this item is not part of the underlying dimensions which 
divide up the space. The aim of the MSA in this instance was to see if there 
was any pattern in the way the respondents were grouped over all the 
reasons for moving. The MSA was carried out in order to explore any 
systematic relationships between categories across respondents.
Four items partitioned the plot vertically:
1. Proximity to job
2. Family ties to the area
5. Wanted aesthetic environment
6. Familiarity with the area
The respondents towards the left of the plot moved because of family ties to 
the area and not because of their jobs. A subsection of them moved because 
they were familiar with the area. The respondents to the right of the plot 
moved because of their jobs and because the area was aesthetically pleasing 
to them. They did not move for any social reasons.
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The plot is partitioned horizontally by two items:
3. Value for money - investment
4. Wanted a larger home
The majority of those who moved because it was an investment are to be 
found in the group to the right of the plot (job/aesthetic area). The majority 
of people who mentioned that they moved because they wanted a larger 
house can be found to the left of the plot.
Taking these divisions together, two groups can be identified. The group 
to the left of the plot seem to consider social reasons for moving: having 
family in the area, knowing the area, and space considerations in the house 
suggesting a growing family. The group to the right of the plot seem to be 
more motivated by individual/materialistic reasons: job, aesthetics and 
investment. This gives some support for the suggestion that people moved 
to this area for a variety of reasons.
4.3.2.2 Conclusions
The MSA analysis has shown in part that people can be differentiated 
according to their reasons for moving. The next stage is to see if there are 
any other variables which distinguish the two groups discussed above. The 
variable that does distinguish the two groups, not surprisingly, is whether 
they have lived in the area previously. In the social group, eight of them 
had lived there before compared with only one in the individual/materialistic 
group. With regard to identification with the area, those who have a
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specific place identification with this area (Rotherhithe, Bermondsey) are in 
the social group. The only difference in length of stay is that the social has 
those people who have lived the longest in their present homes. In addition, 
the individual/materialistic group contains mainly professional people 
whereas the social group contains non-professionals.
4.3.3 Identification with settlement, place and locale
4.3.3.1 Settlement identitv
The majority (18) of the interviewees expressed a settlement identification, 
either city, town or country. Six people expressed a settlement 
identification that appeared to be dissonant with their present settlement 
("city"). Of these, three expressed a desire to move to an area more 
consonant with their settlement identification. Of the other three that 
expressed settlement identifications dissonant with the place, one had two 
homes and it was her second home in the country with which she identified. 
For the other two the concept of identification with a settlement was not 
salient and this will be discussed below.
There were three people who did not express any specific identification with 
a settlement. One of them had lived in several places and was planning to 
move abroad. The other two had not moved that often.
In addition to this there was another opinion expressed and that was the 
"best of both worlds" desire. Three of the interviewees expressed this
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perspective in terms of wanting to be near to the city but yet able to get 
away to the country.
The explanations behind the identifications with settlements were content 
analysed and several constructs were elicited. These are presented below in 
brief with examples provided in Appendix 1.
Citv people
Ten of the interviewees said that they were city people. Their explanations 
can be categorised around three main dimensions, of which people could 
mention more than one of them:
DIMENSIONS FOR CITY PEOPLE FREQ.
Born and always lived in cities 5
Activity - hustle and bustle 7
Ease of access to facilities 5
Table 4.2 Citv identifications
People would consider these dimensions either in a positive or a negative 
way, that is, about the city’s proximity to facilities or the negative aspects of 
the country, how far away living in a village puts one from services.
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Town people
Four of the interviewees said that they were town people.
EXPLANATIONS OF BEING TOWN PEOPLE FREQ
Access to different ways of hfe 2
Born and bred in towns
4 --------- "m —rr c ---- r----------------------------- —
2
Those people who talked about being town people in terms of having access 
to different ways of life considered town life as communal, sociable and 
neighbourly in contrast to the anonymity of the city and the loneliness of 
the country.
For those people who said that they were bom and bred in the area the 
concept of an identification with a settlement did not seem to be a sahent 
one. For example one of them said:
"7 suppose we must he town people because this is the only place we have 
ziuecf " rsjR;
Country people
Only two people said that they were country people and they talked about it 
in terms of the quietness, and being in the countryside, having open spaces.
These labels for types of settlements seem to have a summary fimction of a 
lifestyle. An example were people who though they live in the city and feel 
that because they do then they must be city people. These people feel in
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some ways that they are town people because of the way in which they lead 
their lives, which has characteristics of a small town or a village with 
informal neighbouring and involvement in the community.
4.3.3.3 Identification with place
The majority of the interviewees thought of themselves as Londoners. The 
reasons why they felt this fell into two categories:
CATEGORIES OF PEOPLE BEING FREQ 
LONDONERS
Born and bred 7
Involved in London activities 9
Table 4.4 Place identifications 
4.3.3.4 Identification with locale
The majority of the interviewees said that they felt that they were local 
people. What was apparent was that it was felt to be desirable to be 
classified as a local person. This was evidenced by a couple of people who 
were not bom in the area and who said that they were as local as anyone 
else.
There were some people who said that they felt local in some ways and not 
in others. This suggests that this concept is multivariate. The explanations 
for being local are presented below with detailed examples in Appendix 1, 
again people could cite more than one of these as reasons for being local:
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CATEGORIES OF BEING LOCAL FREQ.
Born and bred in the area 8
Organisational involvement 2
Work involvement 1
Social network 4
Famihar environment 3
Seen changes to the place 2
"People like me here" 2
Affective, feeling at home 3
Table 4.5 Local identifications 
These results show that being "born and bred" in the local area was the 
most frequently used category for feeling local. Having a social network was 
the second most frequently used category.
4.3.3.5. Conclusions
This section has examined the reasons of people give for identifying (or not) 
with a specific settlement, place and locale. The interview data produced a 
very similar range of explanations for each of the three types of 
identification. The most frequent explanations given were those based on 
being bom in the area or those referring to the participants 
involvement/activity in the area.
This may suggest that all three questions, designed to elicit information on 
the three types of identification were in fact tapping into one identification. 
If this were so then we would expect to find that one person would give 
similar reasons for identifying or not identifying with a specific, settlement
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place or locale. The data were examined to see if there was evidence to 
support this.
Seven of the interviewees could be described as giving answers which used
the same explanations for all three questions. A clear example of this was
given in answer to whether she was a local person:
"...because where I  grew up...South London..just beyond Plumstead..and it 
felt like South London..when I  was young I  rang the bells at Rotherhithe 
church..." JDS
In answer to whether she felt she was a Londoner or any name associated 
with a place:
"..yes ..but then I  have wherever Fve lived for the whole of my life..you 
can't think anything else when your parents are from London..there is 
something very special about being born in the city..."
In answer to whether she felt she was a city person:
"..absolutely..my parents were Londoners through and through they lived all 
their lives here and so my childhood life was very much involved with 
coming into the city..um...and..I when I  was ..I went to New York...I think 
that indicates that I  am a city person"
There were seven clear examples of this which suggests that these three 
questions are addressing a similar theme. However the rest of the 
interviewees (17) gave mixed responses to the three questions suggesting 
that there may be different components to this concept. One reason for the 
mixed responses could be due to the relative salience of each identification 
for the interviewee.
Sahence of identification with settlement/place/local area
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Four of the interviewees in answering these questions suggest that a
settlement identification was not sahent for them, that is they seemed to
arrive at a categorisation almost by default. For example:
"..I suppose we must he town people because this is the only place we've 
lived.."
"..I've never really though about it...I could never leave London.."
"...no not City..I think of myself as a Bermondsey boy.."
In the second and third quotes the interviewee sHps into describing 
her/himself in a more specific fashion suggesting that the settlement 
identification is not appropriate, but a more specific identification is. These 
four people are all people who have never lived anywhere else but London.
If, as Feldman (1990) suggests, a settlement identification has a cognitive 
categorisation function, then for these people having a settlement identity is 
not a useful construct because for them their sphere of reference is perhaps 
just London. In that case there would be no need to categorise into 
settlements.
Two of the interviewees expressed a settlement identification only. One 
interviewee said that she was a country person at heart but would only 
describe herself specifically as a Sussex person for comparative purposes, if 
the occasion arose, she would say she was a Sussex person rather than, for 
example, a Yorkshire person. Another interviewee expressed only a 
settlement identification saying that he was a country person. He did say 
that if he was talking to people from the North of England he would say he
113
was more of a Londoner. For both of these people identification with a 
specific place would only be salient in certain circumstances. This was a 
view expressed by three other interviewees, who said that they would vary 
where they told people they were from according to where they were and 
where the person came from. For these people the main function of 
identification with a place would appear to be in distinguishing themselves 
from others, as opposed to functioning as an important part of their self 
definition which might be the case for the interviewee who strongly and 
spontaneously said that he was a "Bermondsey boy".
These two interviewees explain their lack of identification with any place by 
their frequent moving. One felt that any identification with place was 
difiicult because he had lived in several different places over the past few 
years. The other interviewee explained that she had spent her childhood 
living in various embassies across the world which made it very difficult for 
her to form a strong identification with a specific place.
Two of the interviewees expressed settlement and place identities but did 
not regard themselves as local. One woman categorised herself as a town 
person and a Pimlico person. This strong identity with another area 
prevented her from identifying herself as local to this area. Another 
interviewee said that he was a city person and a Londoner because he had 
lived there for a long time but he felt he was still an outsider because there 
were still many people who were bom and bred in the area who had more
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claim to be local than he.
4.4. Representations of Home areas
The interviewees were asked to describe their home areas, and the 
descriptions fell into several categories.
The Peninsula
Nine of the interviewees described their home area as "the Peninsula", with 
the boundaries as indicated on Map 4.1. This area is the London Docklands 
Development Corporation (LDDC) developed area. South of Lower Road has 
not been developed by the LDDC. Of the people who used this description 
eight of them were new to the area and had not lived there before. The 
remaining interviewee had spent all her life in that area and called it the 
Peninsula. This does not necessarily suggest that newcomers are oriented 
more to the north of the River. It does show that the new residents seem to 
identify with the new development, and that it is separate from the rest of 
the borough. All of these interviewees said that Lower Road was a 
boundary. This would suggest that while there may not be an orientation 
towards the north of the river, they are not oriented to the rest of the 
borough, south of Lower Road.
115
MATERIAL REDACTED AT REQUEST OF UNIVERSITY
116
This identification with a small area may be related to how long a person 
has lived there, in a few more years these people may have expanded their 
home area boundaries. The majority of these interviewees expressed 
identifications with place on two levels and six of them expressed 
identifications with place on all three levels. Only one of them did not 
express a clear identification with any place/settlement or locale.
Peninsula and North of the river
Three of the interviewees described their home area as the Peninsula but 
with it extending over the river into North London, specifically, the West 
End and the City. The boundary to the South was still the Lower Road 
which is the dividing line between the new development and the rest of the 
area, with these people saying clearly that they did not go into the rest of 
Bermondsey. These interviewees were all new to the area.
Bermondsev/Rotherhithe - larger area
Seven of the interviewees described their home area as larger than the 
peninsula, hut only with regard to south of the river. For one interviewee 
the boundary was the Old Kent Road, the others just said the whole of 
Bermondsey. All these people have their roots in Bermondsey. This 
suggests that those people who lived in the area before the development are 
more oriented to a different area south of the river than those who moved in 
after the development.
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Home area that is one street/a series of routes
Five of the interviewees described their home areas either as very small or 
just as a series of routes. Two people named their street as their home 
area. The others discussed their house and the route to Tesco’s and the 
tube station as their home area. They did not have a developed idea of an 
area as such. These three also did not have identifications with this area.
4.4.1 Conclusion
Overall it can he said that people new to the area have a different home 
area to those who have lived in the area prior to the development. On the 
one hand the difference between home area description is one of size , the 
older residents have a larger home area than the new. This could be the 
effect of living longer in an area and therefore having more knowledge about 
that area. Whether the new people in the area will develop an attachment 
to the rest of the borough in time is not possible to say.
4.4.2 At home
All the interviewees said that they felt a t home in the area and the majority 
said that they felt more at home in Surrey Docks than in their previous 
houses. The answers to what made them feel at home reveal four main 
categories relating to either or both the house as home and the area as 
home. The four categories were: involvement, functional/practical physical 
environment and personal (examples of each category are presented in 
Appendix 1).
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Firstly, involvement with the neighbourhood was expressed in two ways, 
social and organisational. The majority of the interviewees expressed 
feeling at home because they had friends and/or relations in the area with 
whom they felt involved. There was a group that they felt they belonged to. 
Further, several expressed the feeling of being known in the area as a 
symbol of belonging. Four people said that their children’s involvement in 
the area helped them to feel at home.
Four of the interviewees felt involved because they were active in local 
organisations, residents’ associations or political organisations. Through 
organisational involvement they had become socially involved in the area.
With respect to feeling at home in their houses, the importance of pleasant 
neighbours was stressed.
Secondly, the functional/practical reasons for feeling at home in the 
neighbourhood were proximity to work (5 people cited this) and the 
accessibility to facilities, especially shopping (6 people mentioned this). Two 
people mentioned their positive feelings about the school as contributing to 
their feeHng of belonging. One person mentioned the ease of living in her 
new house which made her feel at home.
Thirdly, the physical environment was important for several people, with 
eight people mentioning how quiet the area was and five people enthusing
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over the landscaping of the area, with the park and the River Thames. For 
them the specific landscape made them feel a t home. Seven people said 
that feeling safe in the area made them feel a t home.
In terms of feeling at home in their houses, 3 people mentioned that the 
physical layout and their own decoration of their houses made them feel 
they belonged.
Finally, there were a couple of personal reasons for the feeling at home. For 
three of the interviewees, this was their first home and that was significant. 
For one person being married made him feel a t home.
4.4.2.1. Relationship between demographics and "at home" And 
identifications
This section provides details of the relationship between demographic 
variables and the variables of "at home" and identification with 
settlement/place/locale.
i) Age: Of the respondents the 4 oldest people were strongly at home in the 
area and identified with the specific place. However, they were also the 
people who had lived the longest in the area so it is not possible to say 
whether it was age or length of stay or a combination of the two.
ii) Lifestage: There was little relationship between lifestage and feelings of 
being "at home" or identification with the area in this sample. Those
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interviewees "with children did express an involvement in the area because 
of the children but there were no differences with regard to identification 
between those with and without children. Although it was hypothesised 
that there would be young professionals living in the area purely for 
investment and employment purposes there was no evidence to support this. 
However that could easily be a bias in the sample.
iii) Length of stay: It is suggested that both identification vdth the locale 
and vdth a settlement are not associated vdth length of stay. Being ’local" 
appears to be something that many people would like to be. It is a symbol 
of belonging. Some people define themselves as local" because of their birth 
in or around the area, whereas others feel they can take on the label 
because they live in the place and are involved vdth it. Settlement 
identification as Feldman (1990) suggests is something carried from one 
residence to another and for that reason is not linked vdth length of stay in 
a specific place. Identification with a specific place does take time to 
develop and from the small sample here it can be seen that those with the 
longest residence and family roots in the area are the ones with specific 
place identifications.
4.5 Exclusive areas
4.5.1 Safetv
There were two questions that were examined in this section, whether the 
interviewee felt safe in the day and in the night alone, in their home area.
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The majority of the respondents felt safe in the day and generally safer 
there than any where else in London. The only place that was mentioned as 
slightly unsafe during the day was the ecological park and the reasons given 
were because it was a green open space and quiet. It was interesting how 
people discussed safety, that it was not any more dangerous here than it 
was anywhere else, and that it was not possible to feel safe at night really 
anywhere these days.
4.5.2 Private areas
The question asked here was "Are there any areas within Surrey Docks that 
you think are more private than others, that you feel you wouldn’t  go into". 
The majority of the interviewees said that they did not feel that there were 
places that they would not go. Many made the point that there would be no 
reason for them to go to some areas and therefore the question did not arise. 
This underlines the point that the meaning of a place is mediated by the 
action that goes with that place.
4.5.3 Conclusion
Overall, the interviewees said that they felt safe in the area during the 
daytime and generally felt safer there, than in other areas of London. The 
question about exclusive areas did not work very well.
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4.6 Patterns of attachment
4.6.1 Leisure time
The majority of the interviewees do spend some of their leisure time in the 
area, going to pubs or visiting friends. A third of the interviewees said that 
they did not spend any of their leisure time in the area and usually cited 
the lack of amenities as a reason.
4.6.2. Close friends and relations in the area
Half the number interviewed had some close relations in London and of 
those, five had close relations in the area. The other half have relations out 
of the area.
4.6.3 Conclusion
At one extreme there were several interviewees who did not have any social 
life in the area and they were newcomers to the area. As for the members 
of the old community, whilst several of them had their families in the area 
and friends they did not stay in the area to socialise. This is mainly due to 
the lack of amenities in the area. There was a relationship between having 
friends in the area and the feehng of being local. However, there was not a 
relationship between having relations in the area and feeling local, which is 
a similar result to that of Gerson et al (1977).
4.7 Self Efficacv
The interviewees were asked if they felt that they would be able to change
123
something that they were unhappy with in their local area. The majority of 
the interviewees said that they felt they could have some effect in the area 
if they were prepared to take on an issue. Overall, there seemed to be quite 
a high degree of self efficacy in the area. This may have been an artifact of 
the people that were interviewed, as a few of them have been involved in 
tenants and residents organisations.
4.8 Profiles of groups of respondents
Finally, the respondents can be categorised into four groups according to 
their profiles across five key variables: anticipated length of stay, length of 
stay, reasons for moving, sense of belonging, and evaluation of facilities. 
Table 4.6 shows the variables and the responses for each group. The 
primary function of these groups was to show how variables interrelate and 
to begin to illustrate which variables discriminate between these residents. 
These groups are considered useful only as ways of thinking about the data 
and should not be regarded as definitive.
Group Anticipated 
length of stay
First 
home in 
area
Main
Reason for 
moving
Reason for sense 
of belonging
Evaluation 
of facilities
Rooted young will leave no family involvement - 
social
positive
Committed-
involved
unsure yes job involvement - 
organisational 
and social
positive
Committed- 
not involved
unsure yes job enjoyment of 
physical location
positive
not
committed- 
not involved
unsure yes job none negative
Table 4.6 Characteristics of groups
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Group A - Rooted
This "Rooted" group have Uved in and around the area for most of their lives 
and their families’ lives. The majority of them were bom in the area. Their 
reasons for moving are social and familial. Their sense of belonging comes 
predominantly from knowing people and being known in the area. In 
addition they positively evaluate the local faciHties. However, the younger 
members of this group are likely to want to move out of London eventually, 
probably to Kent or somewhere on the outskirts of Central South London. 
These are predominantly non-professional people.
Group B - Committed-Involved
The "Committed-Involved" group are a group of professional people who 
have moved to the area since the new development. They have no past 
connections with the area and have moved predominantly because of 
employment. They are involved in local organisations and derive their local 
social networks from those organisations. They do not have any relations in 
the area. Their feehng of belonging comes from these involvements. They 
are positively committed to the idea of the new development. They are not 
sure how long they would stay in the area. This is dependent on 
employment prospects.
Group C - Committed-Not involved
The "Committed-Not involved" group, emphasise the physical quahties of 
the area, the space, green areas and the quiet. They are new to the area
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but may have some past link with the area. They do not have many close 
friends in the area and no relations. They tend to sociahse outside the area. 
They are distinguished by their enthusiasm for the area but are not 
involved with local organisations. They are happy in the area and can see 
themselves staying for "the foreseeable future". They moved to the area for 
convenience and aesthetic reasons. They are mainly professional people.
Group D - Not committed-not involved
The "Not committed-not involved" group are characterised by their lack of 
involvement or commitment to the area. There are only two examples of 
this. They do not have any strong relationships with the area and have 
moved in order to be close to their workplaces. One of them uses it only as 
a base for the week and the other is planning to move fairly soon.
4.9 Discussion
The main aim of this study was to explore some of the variables presented 
in the literature review, to look at the meaning for these interviewees of 
some of the issues discussed. In terms of the concepts discussed in Chapter 
Three it is possible to say that, firstly, there were two main reasons tha t 
motivated the interviewees to hve in their present homes: 
individual/materiahstic reasons and social specific reasons. Secondly, in 
terms of attachment to the area there was evidence for the 
multidimensional nature of this experience. Thirdly, the reasons people 
gave for their attachment can be broadly categorised into: social activity,
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routine activity, aesthetic environment and personal. This gives some 
support for the relationship between appropriation practices and feelings of 
attachment. That is, it suggests that people link their feelings of 
attachment to their involvement and hence appropriation of that area. In 
addition there was a relationship between a person’s involvement in the 
area and their feelings of attachment to that area, whereas those people 
who did not have any sort of involvement with the area did not express 
specific attachments to that area. Fourthly, there was evidence of the role 
knowledge plays in the appropriation of the area. There were people who 
had read ahout the history of the area and explored it from that perspective.
The four profiles of people suggests that the same place has different 
meanings to people. The groups can be differentiated by the meanings they 
have appropriated in several ways and to differing degrees. For some 
people the local area is not important and so appropriation may occur at a 
fairly superficial level.
The findings of Study One together with past research enabled the 
derivation of hypotheses about relationships between factors related to place 
attachment. On the basis of these hypotheses, a model of those factors 
which are likely to be related to the degree of place attachment was 
constructed and tested in Study Two.
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CHAPTER 5 - DEVELOPING THE PLACE ATTACHMENT 
MODEL: RATIONALE AND PILOT STUDY
5.1 Introduction
Chapter Four presented the results of the first study which explored 
relationships between residential stability, attachment, identification, and 
involvement with a view to establishing the key determinants of place 
attachment and its relationship with place identity.
This chapter outlines the variables which were examined in order to develop 
the place attachment model. The aim of the pilot study is firstly, to clarify 
relationships which were explored in Study One in order to refine the 
components of the place attachment model. Secondly, the pilot study 
examines the appropriateness of the measures designed to operationalise 
each variable.
Section 5.1 presents the key variables and the rationale behinde suggested 
relationships between those variables of interest. Section 5.2 presents the 
questionnaire with details of the operationalisation of each variable. Section
5.3 presents the method and results of the pilot work. The final section 
presents the discussion of the pilot work and subsequent changes to the 
questionnaire.
128
5.1 Rationale 
Age
Of specific interest here is "Hfestage" since Giuliani, 1992; Kasarda and 
Janowitz, 1968; Gerson et al, 1977 suggest it has a relation with place 
attachment. Older people and people with families may be at a more stable 
time of life where feeling attached and "at home" in an area are more 
salient than at other times in their lives. In their study Gerson et al (1977) 
show that families are more socially attached to their home area than single 
people.
Giuliaini (1991) suggests that time is an important dimension in the 
attachment representation because a person’s identity changes over time. 
She suggests that younger people have an orientation to the future and 
older people have an orientation to the past, both orienting to a time when 
they feel or felt that they are or were at their peak. In this case an older 
person may be more concerned with stability and attachment than a 
younger person (Rowles, 1986; Rubinstein and Parmelee, 1992).
For the same reasons age may be related to residential stability, suggesting 
that an older person may wish to stay longer in one place than a younger 
person.
In addition to age influencing residential mobihty, a further variable that 
may orientate a person towards staying in an area is that of having
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dependents living in the house with them.
Residential historv
There is a suggested relationship between residential stability and place 
attachment such that increased residential stability may be a predictor of 
increased attachment. Whilst many studies use length of stay (e.g 
Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974; Gerson et al, 1977) Giuhani (1991) suggests 
anticipated length of stay may be a more significant variable with respect to 
predicting place attachment since it focuses on intention. The relationship 
between length of stay and place attachment, and anticipated length of stay 
and place attachment will be exam ined.
Further, relationships are hypothesised between anticipated length of stay, 
length of stay and social involvement. A person who wishes to stay in the 
area may already have a social network which may prevent her/him from 
wanting to leave. Alternatively, someone who wishes to stay in the area 
may be keen to develop a social network. In addition, person who has lived 
in the area for a number of years has had more of a chance to build up a 
social network.
The relationship between home ownership and place attachment will be 
examined. Some authors (Chavis et ah 1986) link home ownership with 
place attachment. It does indicate a financial commitment to the area. 
However, this specific area has a tradition of people living in council houses
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for many years. Council houses are therefore not simply transitional homes. 
For this reason the relationship certainly between renting from the council 
and attachment is not clear.
Involvement
Involvement is considered to play a role in the prediction of place 
attachment (Hunter, 1975; Wandersman and Giamartino, 1980).
Gerson et ah 1977 show that having a network of friends locally is a 
significant factor in the prediction of place attachment, whereas having a 
network of relations Hving locally is not associated with place attachment. 
These relationships are explored in this pilot work.
Gerson et al (1977) show that involvement in activities based in
the local area are more likely to be related to a higher degree of attachment
to that area.
Environmental identifications
Environmental identification is thought to be the symbol of place 
attachment. As such it is expected that attachment may be related to local 
identification. Issues surrounding identification and attachment will be 
explored.
This section is based on Feldman’s (1990) work on settlement identity. It is 
extended to include place specific identification (e.g I am a Rotherhithe 
person) and local identification (e.g I am a local person), which were 
included in Study One. In Study One several categories of "local" people
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were revealed. The same categorisations are examined in the pilot study. 
Place Attachment
Place attachment within this study is defined as an "emotional bond 
towards a place". A number of relationships between place attachment and 
the other variables in the model have been suggested. In addition the 
multidimensional nature of place attachment will be explored. Previous 
research indicates that there are qualitative as well as quantitative 
differences with respect to place attachment (e.g Giuliani, 1990; Chawla, 
1992).
Locus of Control and Self efficacv
The reason for the inclusion of the these variables was to gain an idea of 
people’s feelings of competence in the area. Positive attachment is thought 
to be associated with high levels of control over the local area (Winkel, 
1983). In addition, a high degree of self-efidcacy is thought to be related to a 
high degree of attachment. This comes from the appropriation literature 
(Korosec-Serfaty, 1976), which links appropriation with a sense of mastery 
and control over the environment.
5.2 The Questionnaire
There are ten sections to the questionnaire covering issues related to place 
attachment which were raised in the literature and Study One (a copy of 
the pilot questionnaire is presented in Appendix 2). The sections are
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presented below.
Section One - Demographic data
This section covers details about the person’s age, sex, with whom they live, 
employment (type and place) and travel to work. These data are used to 
describe the characteristics of the sample. The questions in this section were 
derived from the British Social Attitudes survey.
Section Two - Residential Historv
This section covers details of the respondents residential history: place of 
birth, frequency of moving, places of residence, reasons for moving, length of 
stay and anticipated length of stay in their present home, area and London. 
This section will explore the appropriate variable to use to represent 
residential stability.
Study One showed that people could be categorised into two groups 
according to the factors involved in their decisions to relocate. The factors in 
each group were individual-general factors and social-familial factors. From 
these factors a list of eight statements were generated to be used in the 
questionnaire. These are presented in this section. The respondent has to 
indicate the importance of each reason to them in their decision to move to 
their present home. The change in format from an open-ended question to a 
list of statements will be discussed.
Finally, respondents are asked if their home is rented (council or private
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landlord) or their own (mortgaged).
Sections Three and Four - Organisational and Social Involvement 
These sections focus on the person’s involvement in the local area. Section 
three covers organisational involvements, spare time activities and their 
location; in or out of the local area. These questions aim to ehcit 
information on formal and informal spare time activities in the local area.
A further question asks for details of the previous day’s activities of the 
respondent. This is a rough measure of the amount of time spent in the 
local area.
Section four considers social involvement in the local area. Social 
involvement is measured using questions on the location of friends and 
relations.
Section Five - Environmental Identifications
In the first part of this section the respondent has to indicate with which 
settlement type s/he identifies, and complete a sentence expressing reasons 
for the identification. In the second part the respondent has to indicate the 
place s/he identifies with (e.g Rotherhithe, London, Essex). The specific 
places were generated from the Study One. Finally, the respondent has to 
express his/her positive or negative local identification. The people who 
have a local identification then have to respond (on a yes/no basis) to a 
number of statements expressing reasons for local identification. These
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reasons for local identification were generated from Study One.
Section Six - Place Attachment
This section comprises the measure of attachment to the local area. In order 
to formalise the place attachment experience a place attachment scale was 
developed. It consists of a scale already validated in the U.S.A (Davidson 
and Cotter, 1986). The scale was tested in two cities by Davidson and Cotter 
(1986) in the U.S.A, using a telephone survey technique. The reliability 
(using Cronbach’s alpha) was 0.85 and 0.81 respectively. In addition factor 
analysis was carried out on the scale revealing one dominant factor thus 
describing the scale as unidimensional with a common core (over the two 
samples).
Davidson and Cotter’s scale consists of seventeen items based on the sense 
of community literature. The aim of the work is to examine the city as a 
referent for sense of community. As a result the questions are focused on 
the city as a community. Following Macmillan and Chavis (1986) the 
components of sense of community (membership, influence, integration and 
fulfilment of needs and shared emotional connection) were used to devise 
the questions. Given that the emphasis is on the individual’s relationship 
with the specific city rather than on the individual’s relationship with others 
in that environment it is felt that this scale is more appropriate for 
measuring place attachment. Glynn’s (1986) work on sense of community 
addresses the group aspect which differentiates sense of community from
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place attachment (Ungar and Wandersman, 1984).
Two items were dropped because of their unsuitability for an English 
sample, and a further item "I feel very attached to this area" added. It 
covers items on the physical environment, local social opportunities, 
availabihty of services and feelings of belonging and involvement in the 
area. This scale is used as the outcome measure for testing the place 
attachment model.
Suitabilitv of the scale for the present research
Given that this scale forms the outcome measure for the model of place 
attachment it is important to discuss the reasons for choosing it.
Firstly, although this research has defined place attachment using a very 
general definition, it is conceived of as having several aspects to it. Part of 
Study One examined the meaning of being attached to a local area for the 
residents. It confirmed previous work showing the multivariate nature of 
the concept. However, as discussed earlier there is a confusion over the 
operationalisation of that concept. The present research conceptualises 
place attachment as multivariate and therefore a scale which measured this 
variety was needed. The Davidson and Cotter (1986) scale was the only 
scale available which fulfilled this requirement since other measures were 
only of one or two items. Specifically, as far as can be ascertained there is 
no existing scale of place attachment. One problem with the attachment 
literature has been the range of attitudes and behaviours that are examined
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under the title of place attachment. Indeed it is possible to argue that these 
all these concepts may not be part of the same construct. Davidson and 
Cotter’s (1986) scale consists of seventeen items centred around aspects of 
place attachment. In using a set of items such as this, it is possible to see 
whether they form a unitary scale. Factor analyses can help in drawing 
out the main groups of items and wiU illustrate whether or not there is one 
main factor or not. Testing the rehability of the items can show the 
internal consistency of the scale. Secondly, in using a scale with a range of 
items it is possible to measure the variation of place attachment with a 
group of respondents. Ideally, to be useful differentiation amongst people 
across this variable is important in validating it as a measure.
Finally, using a scale that has already been validated has implications for 
the continuity of research, the lack of which is notable in this area.
Sections Seven and Ten - General and Specific locus of control 
These two sections examine locus of control. Section seven is a generalised 
locus of control scale from Rotter (1968). It measures the degree to which a 
person perceives events to be under their control (internal) or under the 
control of external forces (external). Rotter (1968) suggests that these are 
traits in people.
Section ten is a specific locus of control scale designed to focus on the issues 
of maintenance of the local environment (street cleaning, street
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maintenance) and new development in the local area. Specific locus of 
control scales have been advocated (Lefcourt 1982) in order to obtain more 
accurate predictions of behaviour. The attributional model of Weiner, 
Heckhausen, Meyer and Cook, (1972) was used as a framework for item 
construction. This model provides four categories: internal attributions due 
to stable factors (ability) or to unstable factors (effort/motivation) and 
external attributions due to stable factors (task, situation or contextual 
characteristics) or to unstable factors (luck or chance). Questions were 
devised using these four categories with respect to issues of maintenance 
and new developments, and whether the respondents thought that the 
London Docklands Development Corporation or the local Council would 
listen or act on complaints. This created sixteen questions in all.
Sections Eight and Nine - generalised and specific self-efiicacv 
These sections cover generalised and specific self-efiicacy, that is the extent 
to which people believe that they can direct events. Self-efficacy focuses on 
the extent to which the person perceives him/herself as a efi&cadous agent 
whereas locus of control is concerned with internal or external attribution of 
consequences. The generalised self-efficacy scale is derived from Sherer and 
Maddux (1982). This has seventeen items which were derived from a larger 
scale written to measure general self-efficacy expectancies in areas such as 
social skills or vocational competence.
The specific scale is based on this general scale but the emphasis is on the
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relationship between the person and the governing organisations. Again 
there is both a generalised and specific self efficacy scale to enable 
comparisons between the person’s usual feelings of self-efficacy and his/her 
feelings of self-efficacy in the local environment.
5.3 Method
Fifty questionnaires were sent out to a sample of twenty four previously 
interviewed people and twenty six people chosen at random firom the 
electoral roll of the ward Dockyard, Rotherhithe, SE 16.
5.4 Results
Twenty One questionnaires were returned (42%) after one month had 
elapsed, and a reminder had been sent after two weeks. Presented below 
are the characteristics of the sample.
21 - 30 31-40 41 - 50 51 - 60 61+
1 10 5 4 1
Table 5.1 Age of respondents
The majority (10) of the sample are aged between 31 and 40 years of age.
Male Female
8 13
Live in 
Partner
Without
partner
14 7
Table 5.2 Sex of respondents 
Of this sample 15 have a spouse or partner living with them (Table 5.3)
Table 5.3 Respondents 
with hve-in partners
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and 10 have children living with them (Table 5.4).
One or more children 
living at home
Lodger Elderly parents 
living at home
None
10 1 1 9
Table 5.4 Dependents hving in the same house
Full-time work Part-time work Looks after the home Retired Out of work
13 3 2 1 2
Table 5.5 Main emplovment status of respondent 
The majority (10) are in full-time employment
South London North London Out of London Out of Britain
10 1 7 2
Table 5.6 Respondents place of birth
Those people bom in South London can be split further:
In Rotherhithe In Southwark Other S. London borough
3 4 3
Table 5.7 Breakdown of people bom in South London
Only once 2 - 4  times 5 -7 times 8 - 1 0  times 11 + times
8 8 1 1 2
Table 5.8 Number of times respondents have moved in the last ten vears
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Less than 12 months 2 - 3 years 4 -10 years 11 + years
1 8 9 3
Table 5.9 Length of stay in present home
In sum, it can be said that the sample consists of a group of people 
mainly between 31 and 40 years old, in full time work, married or with a 
partner and quite likely to have a child. In addition they have been 
residentially stable in the last ten years. They are mostly from South 
London or out of London entirely.
The remaining results begin with an analysis of structure of the scales 
that were used in the questionnaire. The rest of this section is devoted to 
the exploration of relationships between variables and the 
operationalisation of concepts discussed in the introduction to the 
chapter. Given that this is a small sample any results are regarded as 
indicative and give rise to hypothesis testing.
5.4.1 Analysis of the structure of the place attachment scale 
In order to examine the structure of the attachment scale a Smallest 
Space Analysis was carried out since it was not possible to scale the 
items given the small number of respondents. An SSA (Lingoes, 1973) 
correlates all the items with each other producing a correlation matrix. 
The items are then plotted in a three dimensional space such that the 
smaller the distance between the items the higher the correlation 
between the items. The SSA represents the relationships between the
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items in space. A coefficient of alienation is produced which represents 
the "goodness of fit". That is the extent to which the items "fit" into the 
three dimensional space.
There are two things which can be examined which provide an indication 
of the internal consistency of the scale. Firstly, the coefficient of 
alienation. As described above, this is the "goodness of fit" between the 
data and the 3D space. The analysis aims to represent the relationship 
between each point in a 3D space. It will make a number of iterations 
until the 'te s t  fit" is arrived at. As might be imagined if the items have 
few intercorrelations it will be more difficult to fit them into a 3D space 
of certain fixed parameters. This would lead to a high coefficient of 
alienation and a higher number of iterations. So, if a scale has internal 
consistency it will have a fairly low co-efficient of alienation, 0.19 or 
below is suggested as acceptable (Donald and Canter, 1990). The SSA 
program produces three plots showing the points from each angle of the 
3D space. These plots are of vector 2 plotted against vector 1, vector 3 
plotted against vector 1 and vector 3 plotted against vector 2. The 
researcher chooses the plot which shows the clearest representation of 
the divisions between points.
Secondly, by examining the correlation matrix (Pearson product moment 
correlations) it is possible to see how the items group together.
According to Guttman (1982) and the first law of attitude, aU items
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which are part of the same domain will be positively correlated with each 
other. Using these two pieces of information it is possible to provide 
some indication of the internal consistency of the scale.
The SSA can be used in two ways, to explore relationships between 
variables and to confirm hypothesised relationships between variables.
In this case SSA is being used to explore relationships between variables.
5.4.1.1 SSA on the Attachment Scale
The coefficient of alienation was 0.16 after 28 iterations. The majority of 
the correlations were positive suggesting that these items come firom the 
same domain. Taken together this suggests that there is a fairly high 
level of internal consistency within this scale.
The plot presented as Fig 5.1 is vector 3 plotted against 2. There are two 
groups items circled on the plot. At this point it is perhaps important to 
discuss the rationale behind the divisions made on the plot. Essentially, 
the lines drawn on an SSA plot are arbitrary. That is, unhke factor 
analysis one is not presented with the items already divided into groups. 
Items on an SSA can partitioned according to any theoretical firamework. 
Unhke the MSA it does not plot profiles across a number of items, but 
works with intercorrelations. In this case the scale was chosen because 
it incorporated items covering a range of aspects of place attachment. 
Specifically, a division between affective and functional aspects was
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looked for. As can be seen two groups have been outlined on the plot.
It is suggested that this inner group of items are concerned with the 
nature of the relationship between the person and the environment, 
specifically the nature and extent of the affective relationship to the local 
area. The items in the outer circle focus on attitudes to objective 
attributes of the environment, specifically, people, facilities and the 
aesthetics of the environment. This suggests that the attachment scale 
is composed of a core of affect about the relationship with the local area 
plus attitudes to the objective features of the local environment.
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Fig. 5.1 SSA - Pilot Attachment Scale
•  3
• 1 0
•  4
•  7
•  13
• 1 6 •  2
•  5
•  6
•  14
•  15
•12
•  9 •  8
•  11
each number corresponds to an item on the attachment scale
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The main study will replicate this analysis as well as scaling the items. 
The six items at the core of the analysis were:
I. I like my home (the house)
5. I feel safe here
9. I feel very attached to this area
II. I would say I am involved in a lot of different activities here 
14. I am proud to tell people that I live here
15 .1 do not feel like I belong here (r)
The correlation matrix is presented below for these items:
1 5 9 11 14 15
1 0.00
5 0.48* 0.00
9 0.28 0.60** 0.00
11 0.53** 0.47* 0.61** 0.00
14 0.41 0.64** 0.79*** 0.67*** 0.00
15 0.31 0.59** 0.74*** 0.58** 0.74*** 0.00
Table 5.10 Intercorrelations of core attachment items
* =p< 0.025
** = p< 0.005 
***= p< 0.0005
Given the relationship between these items a new variable was 
computed, called ATT. This gave the person a score on the core 
attachment items, such that a high score across the items meant a high 
degree of attachment to the local area and a lower score meant a lower 
degree of attachment to the local area. This was then used in the
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correlations carried out between other variables in the questionnaire and 
attachment and the relationships are reported in later sections of this 
chapter.
5.4.2 Locus of control and self-efiScacv
Results from the generalised and specific locus of control scales 
The structure of the scales was examined using SSA. In the case of the 
general locus of control scale the analysis was used in order to look for 
the two categories proposed by Rotter (1968), that of internal locus of 
control and external locus of control.
The coefficient of alienation was 0.12 in 32 iterations. The plot showed a 
clear division between the external and internal questions. This 
suggests conceptual coherence to this set of questions. The plot is 
presented in Appendix 2.
In the case of the specific locus of control questions four categories were 
proposed by the hterature (Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer and Cook 1972): 
internal attributions due to stable factors (ability) or to unstable factors 
(effort/motivation) and external attributions due to stable factors (task, 
situation or contextual characteristics) or to unstable factors (luck or 
chance). In the pilot questionnaire the questions were focused on 
maintenance of the area or development in the area. The SSA is 
presented in Appendix 2. The plot showed a clear differentiation
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between the internal and the external factors, which had been found in 
the general questions. There were no other clear partitions relating to 
either the target of the question (maintenance or development) or the 
attributional factors (stable/unstable).
Results from the Generalised and specific self-efficacv scales 
Since this was a small sample the reliability of the scale could not be 
tested using Cronbach’s alpha. In order to examine the relationships 
between the questions an SSA was carried out. The majority of the 
correlations were positive suggesting that there is a coherence to the 
scale, that is they reflect aspects of one domain. The SSA is presented in 
the appendix. The coefficient of alienation was 0.17 in 27 iterations. The 
two components of the scale suggested by Sherer and Maddux (1983) 
were looked for in the SSA but there was no clear division between 
questions reflecting initiation/persistence and efficacy in the face of 
adversity.
An SSA was carried out on the specific self-efficacy scale and this is 
presented in the appendix. The coefficient of alienation was 0.10 in 14 
iterations. The majority of the correlations were positive again 
suggesting that these questions reflect aspects of the same domain. 
Again however, there were no clear divisions reflecting theoretical 
differences.
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Relationship with place attachment.
Although a structure was found within the efficacy and locus of control 
scales they only correlated with two of the attachment questions. In 
addition it was found that people did not have strong relationships with 
the London's Docklands Development Corporation or the council, so 
many gave neutral answers to the questions or wrote on the 
questionnaire that they did not know enough about the topics to be able 
to make an informed decision about the statements.
5.4.3 Results from section one - demographic data
Lifestage did not have any direct relationship with attachment. A t-test 
was carried out between age (two groups: under 40 (n=ll) and over 40 
(n=10) and the derived measure of attachment. The t  value was not 
significant (t= -1.43) showing that people over forty do not have higher 
scores on the attachment measure than the under forty group.
A further t-test between "dependents" (two groups, those with 
dependents (excluding partners) (n=ll) and those without dependents 
(n=10) ) and attachment was also not significant.
5.4.4 Results from section two - residential history
In order to explore the relationship between residential stabihty and 
attachment the correlations between those questions and the attachment 
questions were examined:
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1. How many times have you moved in the last ten years?
2. How long have you been living at your present address?
3. How long do you plan to stay at your present address?
4. How long do you expect to stay in this area?
5. How long do you think you will be living in London?
1 2 3 4 5
attach. 0.2651 0.4178 0.4621 0.6187 0.5412
n/s p< 0.03 p< 0.04 p< 0.009 p< 0.02
Table 5.11 Correlations between residential questions and attachm ent
Overall, Question 4 (anticipated length of stay) has the highest 
correlation with attachment. This is in Hne with Giuliani’s (1991) 
suggestion. It is hypothesised that this would be a predictor of 
attachment.
5.4.4.1 Relocation factors
Study One examined relocation factors and found that the respondents 
could be grouped in two regions according to two groups of relocation 
factors: social and individual/materialistic. An MSA was carried out on 
the eight relocation factor statements in order to explore these groupings 
with these data. The eight statements are:
1. This area was convenient for my job
2. I wanted to have a larger house
3. I liked the Surrey Docks as an area
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4. I wanted to live somewhere new and different
5. I have always lived in the area
6. I wanted to make an investment
7. The prices of the houses were good value
8. I know the area well
The MSA (Fig. 5.2) represents people in space according to their profiles 
across a series of items. People who are plotted closer to each other share 
similar ideas about the questions.
The MSA produces a main plot with all the people represented as points. 
It also produces item plots for each question. The items plots are shown 
as Fig. 5.3. They show the division between respondents over each of the 
relocation factor statements. The item plots are representation of the 
scores for each person on each question. The space can be divided up 
into regions according to the scores, such that all the people with similar 
scores on that item will be in the same region. Not all the items will 
divide the space into regions, in this case six of the eight items produced 
divisions between the respondents. The six items were:
1. This area was convenient for my job 
3. I liked the Surrey Docks as an area
5. I have always lived in the area
6. I wanted to make an investment
7. The prices of the houses were good value
8. I know the area well
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FIG. 5 .2  MSA R E A SO N S FO R MOVING - PILOT STUDY
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Fig. 5.3 Item plots for MSA
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If the items have a relationship to each other the space have similar 
partitions for those questions. By examining items that partition the 
space in the same way it is possible to begin to define underlying 
variables or dimensions. In this case the space on the MSA can be 
divided into three main areas within which it is possible to identify three 
groups of people, differentiated by their reasons for moving to the area.
Group One
These people are to be found on the left hand side of the plot. They 
considered statements 1,3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 as important reasons for moving 
to their present home. Those statements were:
1. The area was convenient for my job
3. I liked Surrey Docks as an area
5. I have always lived in the area
6. I wanted to make an investment
7. The prices of the houses were good value
8. I know the area well
Broadly, these people moved to their present home because they were 
familiar with the area and the houses were good value for money. It is 
probable that some of these people benefitted firom the scheme of selling 
new houses to local residents at reduced rates which was run by the 
LDDC when the development had first been built. In addition these 
people moved for convenience for their jobs.
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Group Two
The only two items to which some of this group positively responded to 
were:
5. 1 have always lived in the area
8. 1 know the area well
This group is united mainly by the respondents negative responses to the 
majority of the relocation factor statements.
Group Three
Statements 6 and 7 were the important reasons for moving for this group 
in the bottom right comer of the plot, that is:
6. 1 wanted to make an investment
7. The prices of the houses were good value
The positive response to these relocation factors differentiated this group 
from Group Two.
In addition statements 3 and 5 (3. 1 hked Surrey Docks as an area and 5. 
1 have always live in the area) were regarded as unimportant reasons for 
moving to their present home. It was these statements which 
differentiate this group from Group One. In sum, these people moved to 
their present home mainly for financial reasons.
Study One identified two groups of people differentiated by their reasons 
for moving. However, in this pilot these two groups could not be
156
identified. There are two problems with the results of this analyses. 
Firstly, the presence of a large group of respondents for whom none of 
the relocation factors were important in their decision to move house. 
This suggests that the measure was perhaps not appropriate in this 
context. Secondly, one aim was to compare the questionnaire data with 
the interview data firom the first study to see if they provide similar 
results. This does not seem to be the case.
5.4.5 Results firom sections three and four - organisational and social 
involvement
The aim of this section is to consider the relationship between types of 
involvement and place attachment. Involvement is considered to play a 
role in the prediction of place attachment (Hunter, 1974; Wandersman 
and Giamartino, 1982). Gerson et al (1977) found that having friends in 
the area related to place attachment, but there was no relationship 
between having relations locally and place attachment.
The questions used to measure involvement were:
1. How many of your friends live in the area?
2. Does your closest friend live in the area?
3. How many of your relations five locally?
4. Where do most of your relations five?
5. Do you belong to any organisations/groups/clubs?
6. In general is your spare time spent locally or outside the area?
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A social involvement score was computed from questions 1,2,3,4 above 
and this was correlated with the attachment variable. Organisational 
involvement was measured using question 5 and this was also correlated 
with attachment. Neither of the variables correlated significantly with 
place attachment.
As mentioned above, Gerson et al (1977) found a relationship between 
having friends in the area and attachment but not between having 
relations in the area and attachment. In order to investigate this further, 
the questions concerning firiends and relations were correlated with the 
attachment score.
Friends Close friends Relations Close relations
0.4173 0.1676 0.4017 0.4281
p< 0.030 n/s p< 0.036 n/s
Table 5.12 Correlations between social involvement and attachm ent 
None of the correlations are highly significant. However, there is some 
relationship between friends in the area and attachment and also 
relations in the area and attachment. There is no distinction between 
them in their relation to place attachment. This is contrary to Gerson et 
M's findings.
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5.4.6 Results from section 5 - environmental identifications 
Local identifications
In order to examine the relationships between explanations for being 
local, an MSA was carried out on question 11 in this section. From 
Study One it was suggested that there may be two distinct types of 
"being local", those people who felt local because of their ties over time to 
the area and those people whose local feeling was attributed to their 
involvement in community groups in the area. The MSA was used in 
order to explore this suggestion. The assumptions behind an MSA are 
explained in Chapter Four when the first MSA is presented.
The items used in the analysis were the "reasons for being local" listed 
below:
1 am a local person.....
1. because 1 was born here
2. because 1 have always lived here
3. because 1 am a member of local community groups
4. because 1 work locally
5. because 1 know a lot of people here
6. because 1 know the area well
7. because 1 have seen the area change
8. because people like me live here
9. because 1 feel at home here, this is where 1 belong
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People were assigned a 1 if they agreed that the statement was a reason 
their feeling local and a 2 if they did not. As a result of this each person 
has a profile over the nine explanations. These profiles are then plotted 
by the MSA in a two dimensional space. Each person is a point in the 
space. The plot is presented below as Fig. 5.4.
As explained earlier the plot can be divided into regions according to the 
scores on each item. In this case a line shows the division between the 
positive and negative responses for each explanation. Of the nine 
explanations, six showed clear divisions between the respondents. These 
were: 1. because 1 was born here
2. because 1 have always lived here
3. because 1 am a member of local community groups
4. because 1 work locally
5. because 1 know a lot of people here
6. because 1 know the area well
The item plots are presented as Fig. 5.5 and show the divisions for each 
explanation.
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Fig. 5.4 MSA local identifications
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Fig. 5.5 Item  plots for MSA
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There were three distinct areas on the plot. The main distinction was 
between people in the upper half of the plot and people in the lower half 
of the plot. The explanations which divide the respondents along the 
horizontal axis were:
1. because I was born here
2. because I have always lived here
The group in the top half of the plot attributed their feeling local to their 
ties over time to the area.
Explanation 3 (because I am a member of local community groups) 
divided the respondents on the vertical axis, such that those to the right 
of the plot agreed with the explanation and those to the left did not.
Finally, the three remaining items provide some more information about 
a few of the respondents. Primarily, the small group to the left of the 
plot are identified mainly by their negative responses to all the 
explanations.
There is evidence for a distinction between those who attributed being 
local to their birth and fiving in the area for a long time and those who 
do not. However, there is no evidence for two distinct groups of 
respondent, each with different attributions about being a local person.
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Settlement and place identifications
Feldman (1990) found that the majority of people expressed some 
environmental identification be it with a settlement, place or locale.
City Town Country None Missing
13 2 3 3 3
Table 5.13 Settlement identifications
Londoner Bermondsey Rotherhithe
16 5 9
Surrey Docks Surrey Quays Downtowner
1 5 3
None of these
4
Table 5.14 Place identifications
The respondents were allowed to tick more than one place identification, 
since they were not mutually exclusive.
Local Not Local
17 4
Table 5.15 Local identification
The tables presented above show that the majority of the respondents 
indicated a settlement, place or locale identification. This suggests tha t 
the concept of identification with places and types of places is a
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meaningful one, and one to be tested on a larger sample. Feldman
(1990) also found that there were people who expressed an identification 
which was not consonant with their place of residence (e.g a country 
person hving in the city). Likewise, in this sample there were people 
who expressed an environmental identification not consonant with their 
present local area.
5.4.6.1 Relationships between identifications and attachm ent
All those people who had local and/or place identifications either agreed 
strongly or just agreed with the central question of "I feel very attached 
to this area". Of those people who did not feel local (3) two did not feel 
attached to the area. With these small numbers it is only possible to say 
that it is a trend that feehng attached is associated with identifying with 
the area. A further finding was that those people who had been bom in 
the area or had lived there for a long time gave more specific places that 
they identified with, hierarchically ordered decreasing in size , e.g 
Londoner, Rotherhithe, Downtown.
5.4.6.2  Relationship between residential mobilitv and identification 
What was the relationship between residential mobility and 
identifications? Of those who had moved more than four times in the 
past ten years (4) none of them expressed a local place specific 
identification (e.g Rotherhithe, Bermondsey). However two of them felt
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they were local, three of them were "City" people and all four were 
"Londoners". It would seem that only place specific identifications are 
related to residential mobility.
In addition the reasons for expressing a settlement identification were 
analysed. Four respondents cited their birth and length of stay in cities 
as a reason for expressing a city identification. Four suggested the 
activity of the city that made them city people and one mentioned ease 
of access as a reason. These were all reasons found in Study One. In 
addition, three respondents said that they just preferred the city and 
were happier Hving there than anywhere else as a reason for their 
identification.
For those who identified with towns (2) one said it was "All I know" and 
the other felt that towns gave her the best of both worlds. Of the three 
people who said that they were country people, one had been born in the 
country and said "It is in my blood". One woman referred to the space 
and the lifestyle of the country as making her identify with it and for the 
third identification with the country represented an ideal of where she 
would like to live.
Of the three people who expressed no settlement identifications, two felt 
that they identified with the best of both country and city Hfestyles. The 
third felt she would identify with wherever she felt settled.
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5.5 Discussion and conclusion 
The aims of the pilot questionnaire were twofold:
i) theoretical: to examine further questions raised in Study One. It is 
recognised that with this sample size any results can only be taken as 
trends and cannot be regarded as representative.
ii) methodological: response rate and ease of analysis, using a different 
methodology from Study One
5.5.1 Theoretical considerations
Firstly, the structure of the place attachment scale. There is some 
evidence for the items forming a coherent construct given the 
intercorrelations. This will be tested in the main questionnaire using 
reliability measures. Further, the core of the scale is comprised of 
affective items. Since one of the aims here is to measure the subjective 
part of attachment, this measure would seem to be appropriate.
Secondly, there were some significant relationships which are worth 
commenting on. To begin with there was a relationship between 
anticipated length of stay and attachment, rather than a relationship 
between length of stay and attachment. Giuliani (1991) suggests that it 
is this intention which is important with regard to attachment. It is one 
indication of a person’s goals with respect to his/her place of residence.
It is suggested that there is a reciprocal relationship between place 
attachment and stability. A person may decide to stay in the area and
168
become attached to that area which may increase his/her desire to stay 
there. The fact that the relationship is between anticipated length of 
stay rather than just with length of stay, suggests that an important 
factor in determining place attachment is the psychological commitment 
to an area rather than the numbers of years resident.
In addition, there is evidence that these people do express 
place/settlement/locale identifications as suggested in Study One. This 
suggests there is support for these as meaningful categories for these 
people. In addition there was a relationship between attachment and 
identification with the area. However, this sample was skewed since the 
majority of people expressed both an identification and a positive place 
attachment.
There were three results which were surprising and worth mentioning. 
Firstly, there was no relationship between age and place attachment, 
contrary to the literature (Person et ah 1977; GiuHani, 1991)
Secondly, there was no significant correlation between the two types of 
involvement, social and organisational. Finally, there was only a low 
correlation between social involvement and attachment which was 
surprising given other research findings (Person et ah 1977; Giuliani, 
1991).
5.5.2 Methodological considerations
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The questionnaire was felt to be too long. In order to increase response 
rate it was shortened, by taking out some of the questions which had 
proved difficult to analyse. Specifically, the question which asked the 
respondent to outhne his/her activities for a weekday and a Saturday 
was taken from the questionnaire as it did not give much information 
and was not obviously analysable.
Secondly, there was a need to standardise the answers to the questions. 
In the pilot questionnaire the range on each question varied from 1 - 6 to 
dichotomous scoring. This makes analyses more complex. This was 
changed in the final questionnaire to a uniform 1-5 scoring system.
Thirdly, it was decided to exclude information about spouses/partners.
In asking about spouses/partners it was not clear if the questionnaire 
was about one or two people. For clarity these questions were excluded 
from the final questionnaire.
Fourthly, both the locus of control and self-efiicacy sets of questions were 
left out from the questionnaire since they did not correlate with place 
attachment. It was felt that these were not useful in addressing the 
main research questions.
5.5.3 Outline of questionnaire
After the pilot work alterations were made to the questionnaire. The
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final copy of the questionnaire consisted of eight sections:
1. Residential History and environmental identifications
2. Organisational involvement
3. Social involvement
4. Local identification
5. Attachment scale
6. Scale of attachment salience
7. Evaluation of local area
8. Demographic data
Chapter Six provides the rationale behind the changes to the 
questionnaire along with the place attachment model which was tested 
in Study Two.
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CHAPTER SIX - STUDY TWO: EXPLORING PLACE ATTACHMENT
This chapter presents the rationale, results and discussion of Study Two.
It begins with an overview of the theoretical model and a statement of the 
hypotheses followed by a description of the revised questionnaire. It goes on 
to present the method and response rate for the study followed by the 
sample characteristics and the results. Finally, there is a discussion of the 
results and their relationship to Study Three.
6.1 The Theoretical model - a summary
The proposed place attachment model is presented below in Fig. 6.1.
This place attachment model is regarded as a basic framework for modelhng 
place attachment. As such it is recognised as fairly rudimentary and 
intended as a method of linking past research into a testable model.
The approach in this research links the two main perspectives on place 
attachment provided in the literature and discussed in Chapter Three. 
Giuliani (1991), Stokols and Shumaker (1983) and Altman and Low (1992) 
all provide excellent overviews of the place attachment literature, which 
integrate previous research. However, although there are hypotheses 
concerning the prediction of attachment, there is little discussion of how the 
variables interrelate.
This research takes a transactional perspective as an organising framework. 
In order to give the model some shape and direction it needs to be put into a
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wider context of human action and behaviour. To begin with there are some 
general assumptions behind the proposed place attachment model. Firstly, 
humans are viewed as active creators of their environment, actors with 
purpose. Secondly, they act in a real environment but this is mediated by a 
mental representation of that environment.
In sum, a person acts on the environment motivated by a number of self (e.g 
identity) and contextual reasons (e.g social and economic choices). S/he, in 
so doing, creates a mental representation of that place, via the process of 
appropriation. Place attachment is the affect attributed to that relationship 
embodied in the mental representation. Place attachment as a product is 
experienced. It is a feeling toward a place where "place" is a psychological 
construct. In addition to it as experience, there is a mental representation 
of this experience, cognitions about experience. These are the assumptions 
behind the research and are used locate the work within a theoretical 
context.
It is suggested that a person possessing certain demographic and residential 
characteristics (e.g age and residential mobility) acts in the world, in part 
through involvement with people/organisations etc. Over time s/he will 
form a mental representation of the area in which s/he lives. The extent of 
his/her place attachment may depend on the amount of involvement and the 
nature of the evaluation of the area.
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Birthplace
Social 4-
Involvement
A
Evaluation
V
Salience of social 
involvement
Residential
stability
Attachment
Explanation of terms 
Age = age of respondent
Birthplace = distance between place of birth and the local area
Residential stability = frequency of residential moves made in the last 10 years
Social Involvement = social network in local area
Salience of social involvement = items concerning salience of social involvement 
Evaluation = evaluation of aspects of the local area 
Attachment = extent of attachment to the local area
Fig.6.1 Proposed Place Attachment Model
Further, it is suggested that age has an influence on a person’s mobility, 
their expected and actual length of stay, such that there are age related 
stages which relate to decisions about mobihty. Mobihty relates to 
involvement reciprocally. It is suggested that those people who are involved 
in the area may choose to remain in that area. In addition a person who 
has decided to be committed to that area may well put energy into meeting 
people and becoming part of that community. This model attempts to clarify 
which variables are most salient in relationship to place attachment in this
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specific environment. However, the model is not considered to be linear. As 
suggested earlier the relationships between the variables are reciprocal and 
dynamic. Rather this model can be regarded as exploring attachment to the 
Icoal area at the present time. In this way the variables which precede 
attachment can be thought of as preceding it in time. This model will be 
explored using multiple regression analysis which does make assumptions 
about the causal nature of relationships between the variables. It is 
acknowledged that in future research not only would longitudinal data be 
preferable but possibly a LISREL type of analysis which does not have the 
same assumptions about the nature of the relationships.
6.1.1 Origins of hvpotheses
The proposed place attachment model is composed of several detailed 
hypotheses which were generated from the literature (Gerson et al, 1977; 
Kasarda and Janowitz, 1968; Davidson and Cotter, 1982), Study One and 
the results of the pilot study. The connecting lines on the model represent 
the hypothesised relationships between the variables. The rationale behind 
these relationships is presented below followed by a brief description of the 
revised questionnaire.
1. People with specific goals stemming from their stage of life will be 
oriented towards stability or mobility. It is hypothesised that increased age 
is related to residential stability (Giuliani, 1991). Conversely, it is 
hypothesised that a younger person would be more oriented towards
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mobility.
It is hypothesised that people with children will be more involved in the 
area given the relationships that a child may make with other people in the 
community via school and other activities.
2. Age is hypothesised to be related to place attachment, such that the older 
a person the more likely they are to be attached to that area.
Further, having dependents living at home is hypothesised to be related 
with increased attachment. There was no significant relationship between 
having dependents and increased attachment in the pilot study. However, 
since that was a small study the correlations will be looked at in this study 
to see if there are any significant relationships.
3. A reciprocal relationship between involvement and residential stability is 
hypothesised. It is suggested that people with an orientation towards 
stability will tend to get involved in the area, and in addition those who are 
actively involved are likely to wish to remain in that area.
4. A relationship is hypothesised between residential mobihty/stability and 
attachment such that, residential stability is related to increased place 
attachment. The pilot study revealed a relationship between anticipated 
length of stay and attachment. The desire to stay in the area was 
correlated with high degrees of place attachment.
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5. Gerson et al (1977) show that involvement in activities based in the local 
area are more likely to be related to a higher degree of attachment to that 
area. The pilot study showed no significant relationship between 
involvement and attachment. However, since involvement has been 
considered to be integral in relation to attachment (Giuliani, 1991) it 
remains in the model to be tested. Study Two measures several types of 
involvement between the person and his/her local environment: social 
involvement, organisational involvement, place of employment, home 
ownership, and place of birth. The relationship between involvement and 
attachment is regarded as reciprocal.
6. Increased involvement is associated with increase in salience of 
involvement. By themselves involvements with the environment do not 
automatically mean that a person will be attached to that local 
environment. As Giuliani (1991) suggests it depends on the importance of 
those involvements to the person:
'It can he assumed that the more numerous and varied the relations between 
the person and the environment, the greater the importance attributed to 
them, the greater the "salience" of the place as a whole for the person. 
Moreover, the greater the salience the greater the intensity o f the attachment" 
(Giuliani, 1991; p  139)
In addition to the number of relations a person may have with his/her local 
area, the quality of those relations is important. As a result a series of 
questions was designed to measure the extent to which a person felt it was 
important to have certain relationships with the local area.
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It was hypothesised that there would be a strong relationship between 
salience of involvement and involvement.
7. From Study One and further reading it was clear that a person’s 
evaluation of their residential environment influences their feelings of 
attachment. Specifically in this area there appear to be differing 
perceptions of the place. It was hypothesised that positive evaluations 
would be correlated with high scores on the attachment scale, suggesting 
that people will positively evaluate the area that they feel at home in. It is 
likely that this is a reciprocal relationship.
8. It is hypothesised that involvement on a number of levels will lead to an 
evaluation of the area.
9. Finally, it is hypothesised that those people who were bom in the area 
and are still living there will have a greater amount of involvement with the 
area.
Other hvpotheses to be tested 
Environmental Identification
In addition to the model there are several other hypotheses to be tested in 
Study Two which stemmed firom the pilot work and Study One. These are 
concerned with environmental identification, that is the questions on 
settlement, place and local identification. It is hypothesised that similar
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relationships would hold as stated in the pilot study. These are presented 
below:
i) The majority of people will have a settlement identification .
ii) People with consonant settlement identifications will be more attached 
than those with non-consonant settlement identifications.
iii) People may be able to be categorised by their reasons for being local, into 
the groups found in the pilot study.
Qualitative exploration of the place attachment scale 
A further hypothesis concerns the nature of affective attachment. Giuliani 
(1991) has stated that affective attachment to place is multivariate. People 
can have the same strength of overall attachment to an area but this 
attachment will vary qualitatively between people. It is hypothesised that it 
is possible to produce groups of people who have the same strength of 
attachment to the area, but vary in which aspects of attachment dominate 
that attachment score.
In this research analysis of the place attachment scale will be carried out in 
order to examine this hypothesis. Whilst the place attachment scale is 
considered to be unidimensional, within that it is hypothesised that there 
will be a range of people who have the same score on the scale but have a 
qualitatively different profile.
One way of investigating this is to use a Partial Ordered Scalogram
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Analysis. This represents people according to their profiles, not only 
quantitatively but also showing the qualitative differences between 
respondents. This analysis will be carried out on the attachment scale to 
test the hypothesis that within the concept of affective attachment there is 
qualitative variation as well as quantitative variation. This will be 
presented after the regression analysis exploring the model of place 
attachment.
6.2 The Questionnaire
The previous section has provided the rationale behind the hypotheses.
This section examines the measures designed to operationafise specific 
concepts (a copy of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix 3).
As described in the previous chapter several sections of the pilot 
questionnaire were excluded from the final copy of the questionnaire, mainly 
because of the length of the questionnaire and the desire to achieve as high 
a response rate as possible. However, two new sections were added because 
they were considered important in the measurement of place attachment.
Section One - Residential Historv and Environmental Identification 
This section asked questions concerning the residential history of the 
respondent. It is comparable to Section 2 in the pilot questionnaire. It 
included a question on where the person was bom and the places of 
previous residence as a measure of past involvement in the area. The
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"reasons for moving" questions were replaced by an open ended question 
asking reasons for living in the area. This was altered because using the 
reasons for moving was thought to be irrelevant to people who had lived in 
the area for the majority of their residential history. A new question was 
included concerning choice over moving. People were asked to indicate "yes" 
or "no" to whether they felt they could move from the area if they wanted to. 
As a follow on to that question they were asked to say why they had 
answered as they had. In addition people were asked if their homes were 
their own or rented as a measure of financial involvement in the area. This 
section included the environmental identification questions. The 
respondents had to indicate what type of person s/he was, with respect to 
settlements. In addition there was a list of place identifications as in the 
pilot study.
Section Two - Organisational Involvement
This section asked about organisational involvement and spare time 
activities. There was a new question which asked people to indicate how far 
they would have to go to be outside their local area. The aim  of this 
question was to gauge people’s perceptions of the size of their local area.
This then helped make more sense of the questions that asked about local 
area.
Section Three - Social Involvement
This included six questions relating to the person’s social network in the
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local area. The questions were worded such that they could be scored on a 
1 to 5 scale of strongly agree to strongly disagree. The six statements were:
1. Of my friends, many live close to my home
2. Most of my friends live outside Rotherhithe (r)
3. Some members of my immediate family live nearby
4. My closest friends do not live locally (r)
5. I am friendly with my neighbours
6. I only know a few people in my street (r)
Given the intercorrelations between the social involvement questions on the 
pilot questionnaire it was suggested that these questions would form a scale 
of social involvement. This scale forms the measure for social involvement 
in the model.
Section Four - Local Identification
This section asked if the respondents considered him/herself to be a local 
person. There followed the same nine statements that had been piloted, as 
reasons for feeling local. These statements, again were scored on a 1-5 scale 
from strongly agree to strongly disagree.
Section Five - Communitv Attachment Scale
This was the community attachment scale which was piloted. Two 
questions were added to the scale in the light of the research by Giuliani
(1991). These were questions 17 and 18:
17. It would be easy for me to move away from this area
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18. I am always pleased to come back to this area
These relate to Giuliani’s (1991) definition of attachment which considers 
the attachment experience to comprise feelings of distress on leaving and 
pleasure on returning to the object or place of attachment.
Two further statements were added concerned with the identity relationship 
between the person and his/her local area. These two statements were:
19. People like me live here
20. This area is not my sort of place
These relate to whether or not the person feels that there is a congruency 
between him/her and the people in the area as well as between him/herself 
and the place. This scale forms the outcome measure for the model.
Section Six - Salience of involvement scale
This section was included in the questionnaire because measurement of 
attachment seemed to necessitate measuring the salience of involvement 
(Giuliani, 1991). The aim of this section was to gain some impression of the 
salience of involvement within a context of other considerations. An 
example of the statements:
10. It is important for me to live in a pretty area
15. It is important for me to feel at home in my local area
Section Seven - Evaluation of the local area
This was a new section added in order to gain an impression of the 
evaluation of the area. During the first study it was evident that there were
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contrasting opinions about the area, in terms of safety, benefits from the 
new development and the general quality of the area. Items were derived 
from the interview data. A number of them are presented below:
1. There are a lot of burglaries in this area
2. There is very little vandalism round here
3. It is safe to walk across the ecological park on your own after dark
4. Most of the pubs are friendly
5. If you have a nice car it is not safe to leave it in the street at night
6. I would not want my children to grow up around here
7. Living here gives me the best of city and country life
8. The shape of the peninsula makes this area feel like a village
9. There are a lot of drug users and pushers in this area
Respondents had to indicate on a scale of 1-5 whether they strongly agreed 
or strongly disagreed with the statements.
Section Eight - Demographic Data
This final section asked questions about age, sex, dependents and 
employment. Finally, there was space for people to volunteer to be 
interviewed for the next study.
6.3 Method
500 questionnaires were sent to a random sample of the Dockyard ward, 
Rotherhithe, South East London at the end of November 1991. A Freepost
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envelope was enclosed for the return of the questionnaire. One name in 
eighteen from the electoral roll was contacted. This constitutes 5% of the 
population of that ward over 18 and registered on the electoral roll. The 
first reminder was sent after two weeks and in January a second reminder 
was sent. Finally at the end of January 1992 the researcher visited some of 
the houses with replacement questionnaires for people to complete. 150 
questionnaires were returned after two reminders. This was a response rate 
of 30%. Therefore, a 1% sample of the total population of one ward was 
surveyed. Of the 150 questionnaires, 132 were suitable for analysis. The 
response rate might have been affected by the fact that this population have 
had a number of surveys distributed to them given the new nature of the 
development and the controversy that has arisen around it. It is possible 
therefore that these people would not be willing to fill in another 
questionnaire.
6.4 Results
This section presents
i) A description of the population.
ii) An analysis of the scales and creating the measures for the model, 
taking each measure at a time.
iii) Exploring the model using multiple regression analysis.
iv) An analysis of the qualitative variation within the concept place 
attachment.
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6.4.1 Description of the population
18-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65+ missing total
No.in sample n=12 n=33 n=44 n=27 n=13 n= 3 n= 131
% 9.3 25.6 34.1 20.0 11.0
1991 census 14.9 26.6 12.6 14.5 10.1
Table 6.1 - Age of respondents 
The mean age of respondents was 41 (S.D = 14.1)
Male Female Missing Total
n= 61 n= 66 n= 5 132
46.2% 60% 4% 100%
Table 6.2 - Sex of respondents
% with partner % without partner missing total
n= 78 n= 52 2 132
59.1% 39.4% 1.5% 100%
Table 6.3 - Partners living with respondents
1 child 2 children 3 children no children
n= 55 n= 38 n= 12 n= 75
41.7% 28^% 9.1% 56.8%
Table 6.4 - % of respondents with children living with them
one parent both parents
n= 10 n= 5
7.6% 3.8%
Table 6.5 - % of respondents with parents living with them
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friend lodger
n= 5 n= 5
3.8% 3.8%
Table 6.6 - % of respondents with fiiend or lodger living in with them
full time paid work part time paid work looks after the home retired
n= 80 n= 13 n= 12 n= 11
60.6% 9.8% 9.1% &3%
Student Voluntary work Out of work Missing Total
n= 1 n= 2 n= 11 n=2 131
0.8% 1.5% &3% 1.5% 100%
Table 6.7 - Employment status of the respondents 
6.4.1.1 Summary of population characteristics
The majority of the respondents were between ages 25 and 44 (59.7%). The 
sample compares favourably with the 1991 census data across age ranges 
except for the age range 35-44 years. In that range the present sample has 
a considerably larger percentage than the 1991 census data. Of the sample 
58% live with a partner, 56.8% have no children, 41.7% have one child and 
28.8% have two children. The majority 60.6% are in full time paid work 
with 8.5% out of work. The figures for the 1991 census on employment are: 
men: of the 80% economically active, 65.5% are in full time work and 16.7% 
are unemployed. For women: of the 57.4% who are classed as economically 
active 63% are in full time work and 13.8% are unemployed. Employment is 
predominantly in the white collar sector. The figures for the 1991 census on
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marriage show that 43.2% of the women are married and 44.7 of the men 
are married. The 1991 census figures do not inculde couples that are not 
married but living with a partner. Given this, the percentage in this sample 
is comparable to the census data.
6.4.2 Analvsis and creation of measures to be used in exploring the model
6.4.2.1 Age and residential history
Age was measured as a continuous variable. It was correlated with 
attachment and found to be non-significant, which provided no support for 
the hypothesis that increased age would be related to a greater sense of 
place attachment. Age was also correlated with the residential history 
questions (Table 6.8)
Question Correlation 
with age
Sig.
Q.2 Number of times moved house in the 
last ten years
0.3953 p < 0.01
Q.3 How long have you been living at your 
present address?
0.5286 p < 0.01
Q.4 How long did you live in your last 
house?
0.4323 p < 0.01
Q.5 How long do you plan to stay at your 
present address?
0.2636 (n=62)* p < 0.05
Q.6 How long do you plan to stay in this 
area (Rotherhithe/Surrey Docks)?
0.2750 (n=68)* p < 0.05
* these two questions included a "don’t  know" option, which reduces the 
number of cases that can be used in the correlation
Table 6.8 Correlations between residential history and age
Age is positively correlated with all the residential history questions. This
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shows that increased age is related to increased residential stability. There 
is a problem with the relationship between age and length of stay, since 
although it is possible for any of the sample to have lived in their present 
house for 11+ years, it is less likely that older members of the population 
will be in the short period of stay category. That is, age is always going to 
be correlated (if not perfectly) with residential stability. Given this 
interpretation of the results cannot be unambiguous. Any effects of time- 
related variables on attachment may be confounded with respondents age. 
The approach of forcing age into the regression equations reported later, 
partially overcomes this problem, though we still need to be cautious in 
interpreting such results.
It was hypothesised that a measure of residential stability would correlate 
with increased attachment. As a first stage the four questions on 
residential history were correlated with the place attachment scale (Table 
6.9).
Question Correlation
with
attachment
Sig.
Q.2 Number of times moved house in the 
last ten years
0.2148 (n=130) p< 0.05
Q.3 How long have you been living at your 
present address?
0.1248 (n=131) n/s
Q.4 How long did you live in your last 
house?
0.2276 (n=131) p< 0.05
Q.5 How long do you plan to stay at your 
present address?
0.5289* (n=62) p< 0.01
Q.6 How long do you plan to stay in this 
area (Rotherhithe/Surrey Docks)?
0.5839* (n=68) p< 0.01
Table 6.9 Correlations between residential historv questions and attachment
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There are several things to point out here. Firstly, there is not a significant 
correlation between length of stay (in your present house) and place 
attachment. However, there is a significant positive correlation between 
frequency of moving and place attachment, showing that a high firequency of 
moving is related to a low sense of place attachment.
Secondly, there are significant positive correlations between the anticipated 
length of stay questions and place attachment which supports the 
hypothesis. Ideally, the anticipated length of stay (*) questions would be 
used in the regression analysis since they have the highest correlations with 
place attachment. However, as is shown the firequency for those questions 
is half the frequency for the rest of the questionnaire. This is because the 
sixth option given to the respondents was "don’t  know", and approximately 
half of the sample said that they did not know how long they were going to 
stay in the area. Since the exclusion of these respondents reduces the 
number by half, a measure of anticipated length of stay will not be used in 
the regression analysis. Instead, the frequency of moving question (no.2) 
will be used instead. This correlates significantly with anticipated length of 
stay (0.3439 with Question 5 and 0.4948 with Question 6).
6.4.2.2 Involvement
It was hypothesised that involvement has an important role to play in the 
prediction of attachment. In order to examine this, all the involvement 
questions were correlated with attachment. But before tbis could be done
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two new variables were created from the raw data. These measured 
organisational and social involvement. Organisational involvement was 
calculated by adding up the number of organisations to which a person 
belonged. For social involvement a scale was calculated after examining the 
correlations between the social involvement questions (Table 6.10).
v21 v22 v23 v24 v25 v26
v21 0.00
v22 0.2719* 0.00
v23 0.4625*** 0.4147*** 0.00
v24 0.5073*** 0.3168** 0.2422* 0.00
v25 0.2004 -0.0334 0.2352 -0.0362 0.00
v26 0.3407*** 0.2986** 0.1992 0.1428 0.3966*** 0.00
Table 6.10 - Correlations between social involvement questions
* = p<0.01
** =p<0.005 
*** = p<0.0005
v21 Of my friends, many live close to my home
v22 Most of my relations live outside Rotherhithe
v23 Some members of my immediate family five nearby
v24 My closest fiiends do not hve locally
v25 I am fiiendly with my neighbours
v26 I only know a few people in my street
From examining the correlations it was decided to leave out variable 25 
from the scale since it did not correlate significantly with any of the other 
variables. A reliability test was carried out on the social involvement 
questions in order to see whether or not these items formed a scale, which 
would range from more socially involved in the area to less socially involved 
in the area. The items for this were v21, v22, v23, v24, v26. The items
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formed an acceptably reliable scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.7114, standardised 
item alpha = 0.7157, mean of scale = 12.95, S.D = 4.88, n= 115).
In addition all the involvement questions were correlated with each other.
org.inv social inv. birth place work place home own
org.inv 0.00
social inv. 0.0165 0.00
birth place 0.2404* -0.5427* 0.00
work place -0.0785 0.1049 -0.0922 0.00
home own -0.0954 0.3004* -0.2904 0.3967* 0.00
* significant p<0.01
Table 6.11 Correlations between involvement questions
These intercorrelations show that there is a significant relationship between 
being bom in the area and organisational and social involvement. People 
who were bom locally are more hkely to be both socially and 
organisationally involved than those people who were not bom in the area.
The involvement variables were then correlated with attachment in order to 
gain an idea of which variables would most likely predict attachment.
social involve org. involve place of birth home ownership place of work
0.4147 -0.2184 -0.1005 0.0166 -0.1212
p < 0.01 n/s n/s n/s n/s
Table 6.13 Correlations between involvement and attachment 
As can be seen organisational involvement does not correlate significantly 
with attachment. This suggests that there is no relationship between the 
number of organisations a person belongs to and the extent of their
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attachment. In addition there was not a significant relationship between 
place of birth and attachment to the area, meaning that people who are 
bom in the area do not have significantly higher or lower scores on the 
attachment scale than those people who were bom out of the area. This 
was found in the pilot study and is something that will be discussed in the 
final section of this chapter.
Social involvement is the only variable that correlates significantly with 
attachment, and so this was used as the involvement variable in the place 
attachment model.
As mentioned earlier the salience of attachment is considered to be 
important. A measure was derived fi^ om the importance scale consisting of 
those items which were related to social attachment. These were:
Q .ll It is Important for me to have my friends live locally
Q.12 It is important for me to live in a friendly area
Q.13 It is important for me to have my relations nearby
Q.14 It is important for me to know my neighbours well enough 
to chat to
Table 6.14 Scale of social involvement salience
The items formed a reliable scale (alpha = 0.7312, standardised item alpha 
0.7410, mean = 14.00, S.D = 2.91, n=129). This was used in the regression 
as the measure of importance of social involvement.
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6.4.2.3 Evaluation of the area
Oblimin factor analysis was carried out on the questions about the nature of 
the area. A four factor analysis was carried out which converged in 13 
iterations.
Factor Eigenvalue Percent of variance
1 4.27292 19.4
2 2.00974 9.1
3 1.55963 7.1
4 1.46784 6.7
Factor 1
This factor comprised a general evaluation construct.
v73 There are a lot of burglaries in this area
v76 There is very little vandalism round here
v75 It is safe to walk across the ecological park on your own 
after dark
v87 Most of the pubs are friendly
v89 If you have a nice car it is not safe to leave it in the street 
at night
v74 I would not want my children to grow up around here
v88 Living here gives me the best of city and country life
v93 The shape of the peninsula makes this area feel like a 
village
v81 There are a lot of drug users and pushers in this area
Table 6.16 General evaluation questions
This accounts for 19.4% of the variance (eigen value = 4.27292). These items 
scaled reliably (Alpha = 0.7905, standardised item alpha = 0.7897, mean = 
26.36, S.D = 6.11, n = 125). This forms a general evaluation scale and is
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used in the regression analysis to measure evaluation.
Factors 2, 3 and 4
The other three factors accounted for, 9.1% of the variance (factor 2), 7.1% of 
the variance (factor 3), and 6.7% of the variance (factor 4), respectively. 
Factor 2 was the only one which made conceptual sense, it concerned 
evaluation of the new development. This was made up of the following 
items:
Question Alpha if item deleted
1. Surrey Docks is full of Yuppies .4358
8. This development is beneficial to the old 
community
.3233
10. There are a lot of drug users and pushers in 
this area
.5616
11. This area has changed for the better over the 
last ten years
.2930
14. Surrey Quays shopping centre is a real benefit 
to the area
.3852
Table 6.17 Factor 2 of the evaluation scale
A reliability test was carried out and the original alpha coefficient was very 
low: 0.4657 (standardised item alpha = 0.4650, mean = 18.0, S.D = 2.8, n = 
123). However, by removing question 10 it could be raised to 0.5616. In the 
regression analysis the scale from the first factor was used to measure the 
general evaluation of the area.
6.4.2.4 Attachment to the area
Factor analysis was carried out on the attachment questions. From the
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analysis six factors emerged, which are presented in Table 6.18.
Eigen value % of variance
Factor 1 6.48835 32.4
Factor 2 1.82684 9.2
Factor 3 1.65082 8.3
Factor 4 1.23830 6.2
Factor 5 1.09099 5.5
Factor 6 1.04614 5.2
Table 6.18 Factors from the attachment items
The first factor accounted for a large proportion of the total variance and 
this suggests the scale might be unidimensional. A refiability test on all the 
attachment questions was carried out. Alpha coefficient = 0.8703 
(standardised item alpha = 0.8670, mean = 66.97, S.D = 11.21.n = 123). This 
compares well with the reliability scores of Davidson and Cotter (1986) of
0.85 and 0.81. This scale of all the attachment items formed the attachment 
component of the place attachment model.
6.4.3 Regression analvsis to explore the model of place attachm ent 
To begin with all the variables in the place attachment model were 
intercorrelated (Fig.6.19)
The next step was to build a regression-based path like model in order to 
explore the theoretical hypotheses. Fig. 6.1 presents the model to be 
explored. In order to examine specific relations between variables a series 
of regression analyses was carried out.
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Age Birth
place
Residential
stability
Social
involvement
Salience 
of social 
involve­
ment
Evaluât
-ion
0.00
Birthplace 0.2032* 0.00
Residental
stabilty
0.2636* 0.2330* 0.00
Social
involvement
0.0769 0.5427** -0.4345** 0.00
Salience of 
social
involvement
0.2142* 0.4389** 0.1798 0.4284** 0.00
Evaluation -0.0017 0.0379 0.2768 0.3043 0.1877 0.00
** = p< 0.01
Table 6.19 - Correlations between variables in regression analvsis.
At the first stage residential stability was regressed onto age and place of 
birth. At the second stage social involvement and salience of social 
involvement were regressed separately onto residential stability, age and 
place of birth. At the third stage evaluation was regressed onto all the 
other variables. Finally, attachment was regressed onto all the other 
variables.
Just under fifty percent (49% adjusted R )^ of the variance of place 
attachment was accounted for by the predictor variables. Fig. 6.2 shows the 
model with the beta weights. As the model shows there was support for the 
majority of the hypotheses as well as three unexpected relationships. The 
results of each hypothesis (see page 174) are presented below.
1. Age is related to residential stabifity (beta = -.26) such that older people
197
in the sample are more likely to have moved less frequently than the 
younger people in the sample.
2. There is no direct relationship between age and place attachment. There 
is an indirect relationship via residential stability and social involvement 
suggesting if older people in this sample are residentially stable and socially 
involved, they would be attached to this area.
3. There is a direct relationship between residential stability and social 
involvement (beta = -.28), being residentially stable is related to being more 
involved socially with the area.
4. There is no direct relationship between residential stability and place 
attachment. It is indirectly related via social involvement. This shows that 
residential stability alone does not mean that a person will be attached to 
this area.
5. There was the expected relationship between social involvement and place 
attachment (beta .30) suggesting that increased social involvement in the 
area is related to increased attachment.
6. The correlation (see Table 6.19) between social involvement and 
importance of social involvement shows that these two are interrelated. As 
a result they were used separately in the regression analysis and so do not
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have a relationship within this analysis.
7. There is a direct relationship between evaluation and place attachment 
(beta = .59). This shows that positive evaluation of the area is related to 
increased place attachment.
8. There is a direct relationship between social involvement and evaluation 
(beta = .32) showing that having social involvements in the area is related 
to having a positive evaluation of the area.
9. There is a direct relationship between place of birth and social 
involvement (-.44) showing that people who were bom close to the area 
have increased social involvement.
Unexpected relationships (marked in red)
There were three unexpected relationships. Firstly, there is a direct 
relationship between place of birth and evaluation (beta = .25). This 
suggests that people who were bom close to the area have a negative 
evaluation of the area. Secondly, there is a direct relationship between 
place of birth and residential stability (beta = .34). This shows that being 
bom close to the area is associated with residential stability and conversely 
being bom away from the area is associated with residential mobility.
Finally there was a direct relationship between place of birth and salience of 
social involvement (beta = -.38). This suggests that being bom close to the
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area is associated with valuing social involvement in the area. The 
implications of these results will he discussed fully at the end of the chapter.
_.25
Birthplace
I \  -.44
\
/
Residential
stahmty
'^ S o c ia l ^ ----- .32
^ ^  Involvement
^  Evali ation
Salience of social 
involvement
Attachment
n=104
Explanation of terms
Age = age of respondent
Birthplace = distance between place of birth and the local area
Residential stability = frequency of residential moves made in the last 10 years
Social Involvement = social network in local area
Salience of social involvement = items concerning salience of social involvement 
Evaluation = evaluation of aspects of the local area 
Attachment = extent of attachment to the local area
Fig. 6.2 Path Diagram results for the regression analvses
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Outcome Variable Adjusted R^ F value Significance
Residential
stability
0.19 13.67 0.000
Social involvement 0.33 17.96 0.000
Salience of social 
involvement
0.20 10.02 0.000
Evaluation 0.08 2.91 < 0.01
Attachment 0.49 17.8 0.000
Table 6.22 Summary of sub-analyses
6.4.4 Qualitative exploration of the attachment scale
As well as the regression analysis, an analysis of the qualitative aspects of 
the attachment scale was carried out. This was in order to test the 
hypothesis that there was systematic qualitative variation amongst the 
respondents across the place attachment scale. As confirmed by the factor 
analysis, the attachment scale is a unidimensional scale, therefore 
measuring one construct. Any further analysis presented here should not be 
regarded as contradictory to that finding. That is, the aim of the POSA that 
follows is to explore the qualitative dimensions within the scale. It has been 
shown that people vary quantitatively along this scale and the place 
attachment model has been tested in order to examine the factors that may 
account for that variance. The following analysis explores the qualitative 
differences of people with same score on the attachment scale in order to 
examine the hypothesis that place attachment is a multivariate experience.
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6.4.4.1 Method of analvsis
The attachment scale was used in this analysis. To begin with an SSA was 
carried out on the data in order to identify those items that were central to 
the construct. The reason the SSA was carried out is because of the 
assumptions about the relationships between the variables that are made by 
the analysis. That is, although core items can be identified, the scale is still 
considered as a whole. It is a way of reducing the number of variables to 
those which are core to the concept, without the assumptions made by factor 
analysis. This replicated the analysis carried out in the pilot study. Briefly, 
SSA plots the variables in space such that those which are closer together 
are more highly correlated with each other.
The SSA carried out on the variables is presented as Fig.6.3.
The items which form the centre of the plot are the ones to he used in the
POSA which will test the hypothesis. The core items were:
2. It is hard to make fiiends in the area (r)
4. I do not like my neighbourhood (r)
6. There are not many opportunities to do things in this area (r)
9. I feel very attached to this area
14.1 am proud to tell people I live here
15.1 do not feel I belong here (r)
16. It is easy to meet people in the area
18.1 am always pleased to come hack to this area 
20. This area is not my sort of place (r)
The items compare favourably with the pilot study, and include the main 
items of attachment and belonging.
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Fig. 6.3 SSA on attachment items
•  10 .1 9
•  2
•6
• 15
•  20 •16
•1 8
•14
•  12
• 13
'each point represents an item on the scale
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The correlation matrix is presented below:
Q.2 Q.4 Q.6 Q.9 Q.14 Q.16 Q.18 Q.20
Q.2 0.00
Q.4 0.41 0.00
Q.6 0.38 0.27 0.00
Q.9 0.36 0.46 0.31 0.00
Q.14 0.31 0.54 0.17 , 0.54 0.00
Q.16 0.59 0.32 0.38 0.46 0.51 0.00
Q.18 0.48 0.58 0.37 0.66 0.67 0.54 0.00
Q.20 0.41 0.56 0.25 0.51 0.53 0.42 0.67 0.00
Table 6.21 - Intercorrelations between core questionnaire item s  
All the correlations were positive, suggesting that these items all belong to 
the same domain (Guttman, 1982). These items were then put into a Partial 
Ordered Scalogram Analysis (POSA)(Shye, 1985)
The POSA aims at identifying the key variables which differentiate one 
person from another, whereas SSA categorises variables into groups which 
are similar to each other. A POSA compares individuals across a number of 
items thereby comparing profiles. It represents each of the different profiles 
of responses across the nine items in a two-dimensional space.
There are two principal axes in a POSA. A quantitative axis which runs 
from top right to bottom left called the joint axis and a qualitative axis 
running from top left to bottom right called the lateral axis. Qualitative 
differences are evident when people have the same total score across the 
items but the pattern or profile of scores differs. In addition to the main plot
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(Fig.6.4), POSA produces individuad item diagrams which assist in 
interpreting the overall plot. These diagrams show the dimensions relating 
to each individual attachment item and are used to define the quantitative 
and qualitative axes. A plot is produced which relates to each question.
Fig 6.5 shows the plots for each question. On these plots (for each 
question), the configuration of points remain the same but the numbers 
assigned to each point are the score each profile has on that question. In 
this case the five point scale has been reduced to three points where 1 = 
disagree with the statement, 2 = unsure, and 3 = agree with the statement. 
A high score indicates positive answers to the statements, and therefore a 
positive attachment to the area. Therefore those respondents towards the 
top right hand comer have a higher score on these items than those towards 
the bottom left hand comer.
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Fig. 6.4 POSA on core attachment items
'each point represents a profile
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There are not many opportunities to do things around here
feel very attached to this area
Item s
Item 4
I am proud to tell people I live here do not feel like I belong here
Item 5 Item 6
Fig. 6.5 Item diagrams for POSA
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It is ea sy  to m eet people in this area
I  am alw ays p leased  to return here
Item s
Item ?
This is my sort of place
ite m s
Fig. 6.5 Item plots for POSA
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Item diagrams are partitioned into regions, each region corresponding to a 
score. The role of each item is determined by the shape of the partition 
lines. There are only certain ways the plot can partition and be meaningful 
(Shye,1985). It is not automatic that an item plot will partition, and when 
tha t happens it means that the item in question does not have a role to 
play in the definition of the construct. If none of the items will partition 
then it is clear there is not a partial order to be found among those items.
6.4.4.2 Results of the analvsis
The qualitative axis is defined by item diagrams that can be partitioned 
along the vertical or horizontal axes, in this case:
Item 3 - There a not many opportunities to do things around here 
(r)
Item 5 -1  am proud to tell people I live here 
Item 9 - This area is not my sort of place (r)
This suggests that there are people here who say that there are
opportunities to do things in the area, but it is not their sort of place. This
indicates a possible distinction between functional and affective attachment.
Item diagrams which pattern from top left to bottom right indicate that
total scores increase/decrease along this axis. In this case the items which
do this are:
Item 4 -1  feel very attached to this area
Item 8 - 1 am always pleased to return to this area
This indicates that the above items are the core items on the quantitative
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axis. The strength of attachment can be measured by these items. Since 
these items directly concern attachment it is valid to say that attachment is 
being measured by this scale.
Two of the items produced "L" shaped plots. They were:
Item 6 - 1 do not feel I belong here (r)
Item 7 - It is easy to meet people in the area
"L" shaped plots indicated high values on these items are associated with
middle values on the qualitative dimension, so high scores on Items 6 and 7
are associated with middle scores on Items 3,5 and 9.
Items 1 and 2 did not partition into any meaningful patterns and so are 
considered to be outwith of the central construct.
6.4.4.3 Conclusion.
It has been shown that attachment is multivariate with three main 
dimensions emerging from the results. Those three dimensions are:
i) a core of affect towards the place, that is items 4, and 8, relating to 
attachment and returning to the area. People will have this regardless of 
how they may be attached. This is the general quantitative dimension.
ii) two types of attachment, functional and an identifying with the place. 
This refers to items 3 5 and 9. These are the questions which differentiate 
between people, such that some people are primarily fimctionally attached
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and some people are primarily affectively attached to their local area.
iii) a social dimension to the construct, referring to items 6 and 7, concerned 
with items of belonging and social potential. This could be thought of as the 
group element of attachment, belonging to a community.
These results aim at describing the qualitative variation in attachment 
experience and gives support to the idea that this experience is 
multivariate.
6.4.5 Environmental identification
This section examines the environmental identification questions on the 
questionnaire.
City Town Country None Missing
40.2% 32.6% 15.2% &8% %a%
n=53 n=43 n=20 n=13 n=3
Table 6.22 Settlement identifications
Londoner Bermondsey Rotherhithe Surrey
Docks
Downtown None
34.8% 9.8% 12.1% 3.0% 7.6% 32.6%
n=46 n=13 n=16 n=4 n=10 n=43
Table 6.23 Place identifications
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Local Not local Don’t know
59.8% " 29.5% 10.6
79 39 14
Table 6.24 Local identifications
As hypothesised the majority of the respondents have a settlement 
identification (77%) and feel that they are local (59.8%). It was also 
hypothesised that those people with identifications that are not consonant 
with their local area would be less attached than those with consonant 
settlement identifications. To test this a t-test was carried out on the data. 
Both "city" and "town" people were considered to have consonant settlement 
identifications and so they formed the two groups. The t  value was 2.15 (df. 
119, means: Group 1 (n= 91) = 68.28, S.D = 10.79; Group 2 (n= 30) = 63.33,
S.D = 11.37; p< 0.034). This gives some support for the hypothesis. In 
addition a t-test was carried out in order to compare those with specific 
place identification versus those without a place identification to see if the 
former group were more attached. The t  value was 3.15 (df.= 122, means: 
Group 1 (n=83) = 69.36, S.D = 11.21; Group 2 (n=41) = 62.95, S.D = 9.45; p 
< 0.002). This shows that people with specific place identifications were 
more attached to the local area than those people without any place 
identification. Finally, a t test was carried out between people with local 
identifications and people without local identifications with regard to place 
attachment. The t  value was 7.44 (df. = 109, means: Group 1 (n=70) =
71.98, S.D = 9.03; Group 2 (n=36) = 58.19, S.D = 9.36; p < 0.001). This gives
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support for the proposed relationship between local identification and place 
attachment.
Reasons for feeling local
An MSA was carried out on the "reasons for feeling local" items on the 
questionnaire. However, there were no clear partitions corresponding to the 
groups found in the pilot study.
6.5 Discussion
The results of the regression analysis show that social involvement and 
representation directly predict place attachment. That is, increased social 
involvement and/or a positive evaluation of the area is related to a high 
degree of place attachment. This supports the predominant conclusion of the 
literature that there is a relationship between social involvement and 
attachment.
There are two routes by which social involvement is related to place 
attachment. The first is a direct route suggesting that if a person has 
friends and family locally they are more likely to be attached to that area. 
The indirect route is via positive evaluation of the area. That is having a 
social network and a positive evaluation of the area is related to place 
attachment.
Evaluation is directly related to place attachment. The evaluation scale
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focuses on whether the person has a positive or negative evaluation of the 
local area. These results show that having a positive evaluation of the area 
is related to feeling attached to the local area. This confirms previous 
research (Guest and Lee, 1986). In addition, evaluation and attachment are 
not both related to the same variables in the model. This suggest that they 
are independent constructs, confirming previous research (St. John et al, 
1988).
There was the expected relationship between age and residential stability, 
showing that the older people in this community had moved less frequently 
in the last ten years. There was not the expected relationship between age 
and place attachment. Giuliani (1991) suggests that older people would 
have an orientation towards staying in the area and generally be more 
attached. This was not the case here. There are two alternative 
interpretations, firstly, it is possible that the relationship between age and 
attachment is not a hnear one and therefore would not emerge in this type 
of analysis or secondly, there is no relationship between age and place 
attachment. Age and place attachment were plotted against each other to 
examine the relationship. The scatterplot showed no obvious relationship 
between the two variables: linear or otherwise. This has implications for 
the place attachment model. It might be that for different sub-groups age is 
related to place attachment and with a larger sample it would be possible to 
examine this. Also, it may be that researchers (e.g Giuliani, 1991) have put 
too much emphasis on age per se as a variable with respect to place
214
attachment and that future research should reevaluate its role.
All the other variables except importance of social involvement are related 
indirectly to place attachment. Frequency of moving as a measure of 
residential stability/mobihty is associated with social involvement, such that 
residential stability is associated with having a social network locally.
An interesting finding is the relationship between place of birth and 
evaluation. Place of birth is operationalised as the distance of one's birth 
place from the local area. The relationship with evaluation shows that the 
further a person was bom from the local area the more likely they will 
positively evaluate the area. In addition this is the only route to 
attachment that does not go via social involvement. Possibly this represents 
the experience of moving to the area for the qualities of the area rather 
than because of existing ties. This is also interesting when contrasted with 
the relationship between birth place and social involvement. Here, the 
closer a person was born to the local area, the more hkely s/he is to have a 
social network in that area. That is people who have some connection over 
a length of time in the area are most likely to be socially involved. This is 
expected since those bom in the area are hkely to be part of the old, stable, 
generational community who have large family networks in a small area.
The other unexpected relationship was between place of birth and 
residential stability. This suggests that those people who were born in or
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near to the area have moved less over the last ten years. It could be that 
those people who were bom in the area and who are still there are a 
relatively stable population. Whereas those people who have come in from 
out of the area are less residentially stable. Age could be a compounding 
factor here: people still living in the area who were bom there may be the 
younger group who have not yet been able to leave the area. They will, by 
definition not have moved very often because of their age.
As well as examining the quantitative variation amongst people with respect 
to place attachment, this study has examined the qualitative variation 
between people with respect to place attachment using the POSA. This 
examination of the variations in experience of place attachment, using 
statistical analyses takes this type of research a step further towards 
producing systematic data.
6.6 Conclusion
The aim of Study Two was to test the model of place attachment and 
explore the stmcture of the constmct. The results have provided some 
support for the model. However, it should be recognised that it is a basic 
model, intended as a framework for future work. Ideally, the precise 
relationship between social involvement, evaluation and place attachment 
would need to be examined over time. In Study Two the scale of place 
attachment measured the affective bond with the local area. In addition, 
there was some support for qualitative differences within that attachment
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scale. Further work would link those qualitative differences with 
differences in attachment patterns. Significant relationships were found 
between environmental identifications and place attachment: those with 
consonant environmental identifications were more attached than those 
without consonant identifications.
Finally, having a place attachment is considered to indicate the affective 
bond a person has with a specific place. Korpela (1989) and Belk (1992) 
suggest that emotionally significant places have an impact on identity. This 
is the link between Study Two and Study Three. Study Two has measured 
place attachment and examined its structure. Study Three will examine 
place attachment in terms of its meaning for a person's identity. Chapter 
Seven presents a review of the research on the psychological meaning of 
place attachment and identity and the theoretical framework for Study 
Three.
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CHAPTER SEVEN - PLACE ATTACHMENT AND H)ENTITY 
PROCESSES
Chapter Six presented the results and discussion of Study Two. So far this 
research has explored some of the main components of place attachment. 
The next step is to consider the question of the possible functions of place 
attachment. Krupat (1983) suggests it makes sense to consider a grief 
reaction in relation to forced relocation, because threats to changes in 
residence equal threats to the self. This connects place attachment and the 
self, suggesting that place attachment has a function with respect to 
identity.
Section 7.1 considers possible functions of place attachment focusing on 
psychological functions, specifically the relationship between place 
attachment and identity processes.
Section 7.2 outlines the framework used to analyse the data from Study 
Three. The framework uses four, organising principles of identity after 
Breakwell (1986). These principles have their parallels in the place and 
identity literature but only Korpela (1989) has explicitly considered a set of 
general organising principles of the self and the role of salient places in the 
regulation of those principles. Other researchers consider aspects such as 
self-esteem (e.g Cooper-Marcus, 1974) and continuity of self (Rubinstein and 
Parmelee, 1992), but do not examine them together.
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7.1 Functions of place attachment
There are three categories of place attachment function that can be found in 
the literature: health and well-being, place attachment as an outcome of 
choices and maintenance of identity processes. The focus of Study Three is 
on place attachment and identity processes, but to put that in context other 
functions of place attachment presented in the hterature are discussed. The 
aim of this chapter is to locate the concept of place attachment within a 
framework of action.
7.1.1 Health and well-being
Rivlin, 1987; Stokols and Shumaker, 1981; Giuliani, 1991, stress the role 
place attachment plays in the maintenance of physical health and well 
being.
Rivlin (1987) considers that:
"Attachment to place involves the development o f roots, connections that 
stabilize and create a feeling of comfort and security" (Rivlin, 1987;p 13)
Attachment creates a safe haven, which she implies is a human need the 
absence of which could cause a decline in health and well-being. Rivlin 
(1987) does not provide any direct empirical evidence to support this 
statement. Rather she cites the relocation literature as evidence for the 
negative consequences associated with the absence of attachment. However, 
Stokols et al (1983), in an empirical study caution against making 
generalisations about negative effects of mobility on physical health. Rather 
they advocate a contextual approach to relocation, examining the specific life
219
changes that mediate the health consequences of relocation. They find that
attachment is only one of several psychological factors that influence the
health outcomes of relocation. Work carried out in this area tends to be
within the relocation framework and as such place attachment is not
considered in isolation from other variables. Stokols et al (1983) put
emphasis on the congruence between the person's needs and resources in
the environment. This is echoed by Shumaker and Taylor (1983) who link 
this with attachment:
"Lack of congruence between need and resources not only inhibits the 
development of attachment but also can be a source of stress for individuals." 
(Shumaker and Taylor, 1983;p 239)
Certainly, forced relocation amongst the elderly is associated with a 
deterioration in physical and mental health (Heller, 1982; Rowland, 1977). 
But what part place attachment plays in that is not well established. A 
distinction needs to be made between disruptions to place attachment and 
the absence of place attachments. A disrupted place attachment implies 
change, whereas an absence of attachment could be a stable state. Whilst it 
is acknowledged that disruptions to place attachment could have negative 
effects on health, this does not mean that having a place attachment is vital 
to the maintenance of health. This has implications for comparisons across 
situations. In addition, the extent to which those disruptions or absences are 
forced or voluntary must be made explicit.
7.1.2 Place attachment as an outcome of constraints and choice
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Gerson et al (1977) use a decision-msiking model in their work and
"decision making models interpret attachment as an outcome o f choice" 
(Gerson et aL 1977;p 141)
Gerson et al (1977) state that they cannot "prove" their perspective using 
their data. They emphasise their evidence for the multidimensionality of 
place attachment suggesting that psychological perspectives have treated it 
as a holistic construct "that grows over time and is largely independent of 
specific life circumstances and specific places" (Gerson et al, 1977;p 157). 
This is an oversimphfied view of psychological approaches and does not 
constitute sufficient evidence to confirm Gerson et aTs hypothesis.
Stokols and Shumaker (1981) consider attachment as an outcome of 
satisfaction firom meeting goals or purposes in the environment. Place 
dependence is based on a process of comparison that a person makes 
between his/her present level of satisfaction with his/her residential area 
and his/her general expectation of residential areas. Their model is similar 
to Gerson et al (1977). A person who is attached will feel that there is a 
congruence between his/her needs and the facilities of the area. It cannot, 
therefore explain why some people will not leave their homes because of the 
symbolic significance of them. In addition, their concept of place 
dependence is more like satisfaction than place attachment.
I would suggest that these analyses overlook peoples' personal psychological 
goals which they wish to achieve in a residential location. Rather than place
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attachment as an outcome of goal achievement we would suggest that for 
some people in certain places attachment is a goal in itself.
7.1.3 Identitv process development and maintenance 
The focus of this section is the relationship between place attachment as 
defined earlier an "emotional bond with a place" and the self, specifically 
identity principles used here to mean aspects of the self such as self-esteem 
and continuity. These principles are regarded as guiding action.
Belk (1992) and Korpela (1989) suggest that only places with affective
salience for a person will have any impact on identity:
"possessions [and places] involve the extended self only when the basis of 
attachment is emotional rather than simply functional" (Belk, 1992;p 38)
In this sense place attachment functions in the creation of salient places for 
a person. The aim of this section is to give some examples fi'om researchers 
who have focused on the role of place attachment with respect to identity.
Chawla (1992) considers the relationship between children’s attachment to 
special places and the generalised self concept. Attachment to places is 
necessary for a the growth of a healthy self concept. A healthy self concept 
is defined within a psychoanalytic framework. Chawla (1992) takes her 
framework from Schachtel (1959) and Searle (1959). Development proceeds 
from a "being at one with the self' to "relating to others", there is always a 
pull back to the familiar balanced by a pull towards exploring the new.
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Places can be valued because they provide either the familiar or the chance 
to explore. FamiHar places can support and nurture the secure part of self 
which is able to develop through exploration of new environments. Familiar 
places provide a base to return to and may act as a reminder of who you 
are. Knowing this may allow a person to go out and explore new areas. In 
this sense the familiar place provides continuity of the self. The theme of 
places and continuity of the self has been explored extensively in the 
literature on place and old age (Gelwicks, 1970; O’Bryant, 1982; Rowles, 
1983; Rubinstein and Parmelee, 1992).
Rubinstein and Parmelee (1992) examine attachment to place in later life 
and for them there are specific functions of place attachment for the elderly. 
They suggest that feelings about key places over the lifespan may help in 
remembering, organising and accessing a lengthy lifespan. In this way, 
again, places are reminders of experiences. Further, they suggest tha t 
attachment to place is one way of keeping the past alive which aids 
maintenance and continuity of self. That is, by remembering past places 
one can remember past selves.
Secondly, Rubinstein and Parmelee (1992) suggest tha t a current 
attachment to a place may help self-esteem. Knowledge and familiarity 
with a place give support to a positive self image which may be needed in 
declining years. Finally, attachment to a current place may be a symbol of 
independence and competence for that person. A sense of being in one’s own
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area and looking after yourself rather than being in a home expresses a 
person’s personal competence. This is salient since with age there is a
decline in competencies.
1992: p 147)
Czikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton (1981) suggest that 
p 45
They discuss the relationship between possessions and identity citing 
Korosec-Serfatys (1982) work on burglary, how people felt it was akin to 
rape. Brown (1982) found tha t burglary victims expressed a  decreased 
sense of community and perceived control over their neighbourhood. He 
emphasises the role of possessions in providing a "sense of mastery, a sense
of self, and a sense of past" p 52 
I  have is lost then who am I? (Belk, 1992, p 54)
Belk deals with attachment to possessions but this could equally be applied 
to attachment to places, although there would be less emphasis on 
ownership with regard to neighbourhood, since it cannot be "owned" in a 
monetary sense. The type of ownership that is relevant is that of
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appropriation (Korosec-Serfaty, 1976) which is discussed in more detail in 
Chapter Three.
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However a crucial point with regard to these studies is the lack of any 
principles which organise the identity that is discussed. It is on this point 
that the present research makes its unique contribution. Korpela (1989) 
acknowledges that the use of the physical environment as a strategy in the 
maintenance of self has been accepted in the psychological literature (Fried,
1969). However,
Specifically, there are no reasons as to what guides action with relation to 
identity. Korpela’s (1989) aim is to provide some principles which could 
guide action. In order to do this he takes three models of the self, from 
Sarbin (1983), Epstein (1983) and Vuorinen (1983, 1986a, 1986b). Korpela 
lists the basic principles given for the functioning of the self, showing the 
similarities between eachuf these researchers. The overdl fi:amework is 
taken from Epstein (1983) and it  is this which is presented below. The first 
principle is the need to maximise the pleasure/pain balance (Epstein, 1983). 
Strain is experienced and moves the person towards action which reduces
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More recently a fourth principle has been added: self-efficacy BreakweU, 
(1992). This is a person’s perception of his/her ability to be effective in 
achieving his/her goals. As has already been suggested there are
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comparisons to be made between these principles and those in the place 
identity literature. Below, are those studies reviewed within this 
framework.
7.2 Identitv principles
7.2.1 Distinctiveness
This refers to a feeling of uniqueness or distinctiveness for the person. 
Breakwell (1986) suggests that this is one of the organising principles for 
action, a desire to maintain personal distinctiveness. With respect to the 
environment, work carried out on settlement identity (Feldman, 1990) and 
community identity (Hummon, 1990), focuses on the perceived 
distinctiveness associated with being a "city", "town” or "country" person. 
Their research suggests that this label summarises a lifestyle and 
establishes that person as having a specific type of relationship with his/her 
home environment, which is clearly distinct from any other type of 
relationship.
In Hummon’s study urban enthusiasts were adamant not only that they 
were "city" people but were convinced of the benefits associated with living 
in the urban environment and these benefits were compared with the 
negative aspects of living in suburbia or the country. Not only did these 
people distinguish themselves as "city" people, but their lifestyles were 
positively contrasted with the lives of those living in different settlement 
types. So, the distinctiveness felt by being a "city" person had a highly
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positive valence attached to it.
This "city" identity represents a distinct lifestyle usually coupled with a 
strong positive affect with regard to that lifestyle. Some people therefore, 
do seem to use a place related self-referent in order to present themselves as 
distinct from others.
In addition to settlement identifications Lalli (1991) discusses specific place 
identifications:
"the bond to a particular part of town also contributes to one's differentiation 
from residents in other town areas" (p.25).
Through association with a specific town or area of town people differentiate 
themselves from people from other parts of town. It is suggested tha t these 
function in a similar way as settlement identifications as a way of 
maintaining positive distinctiveness. However, Lalli (1991) does not provide 
any data that examines these ideas. Study Three of this research aims to 
explore the concept of distinctiveness through questions about 
environmental identifications.
7.2.2 Continuitv
Breakwell (1986) suggests that a desire to preserve continuity of the self 
concept is a second motivator of action. It is defined as continuity over 
time and situation between past and present self-concepts. Parallels can be 
found in the environmental literature. There seem to be two distinct types
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of continuity discussed in the literature. The first I will call place-referent 
continuity and the second I wiU call place-congruent continuity. These are 
my terms and are used in order to clarify the literature. Study Three 
explores the validity of using these two terms.
Whilst these self-environment relationships are not mutually exclusive it is 
suggested that they may be related to distinct patterns of residence. 
Place-referent continuity is discussed by Giuliani, (1991); Czikszentmihalyi 
and Rochberg-Halton, (1981); Lalli, (1991); Graumann, (1983); Korpela, 
(1989) who suggest that the environment may be used in order to preserve 
continuity of self. Places act as referents to past selves and actions. This 
concisely summarised by Korpela (1989):
"The continuity of self-experience is also maintained by fixing aids for 
memory in the environment The place itself or the objects in the place can 
remind on of one's past and offers a concrete background against which one 
is able to compare oneself at different times....This creates coherence and 
continuity in one's self-conceptions" (p.251)
Place referent continuity focuses on the physical environment as a reference 
for past action and experience. This continuity will exist outwith of the 
person. As such, a person may wish to preserve this continuity by staying 
in the same place (Rowles, 1983). Conversely, s/he may wish to break with 
the past, conscious discontinuity and therefore leave a place to start a new 
life (Hormuth, 1990).
The second way in which the environment is used to maintain continuity of
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the self concept is through place-congruent continuity. A person may seek a 
place felt to be congruent with his/her settlement identification (Feldman 
1990), in order to preserve continuity of self as a specific type of person. 
That is, people will look for places to live that seem to represent their 
values. Graumann (1983) discusses identifying with an object or a place: 
For example
"For it is actually values which people esteem highly and which they feel to 
he personified or objectified in their objects of identification" p.314
In addition to choosing environments that are congruent with self, the 
physical environment can be modified in order to represent present selves 
(Duncan, 1973), and to present a new self (Hormuth, 1990).
The absences of place-congruent continuity can lead to general 
dissatisfaction and possibly a desire to leave the area to find an area tha t is 
congruent with your self (Feldman 1990). A person who is attached to 
his/her home area is likely to have achieved a measure of congruence 
between his/her identity and the area.
7.2.3 Self-esteem
Specifically, it is defined as and measured with a variety of instruments. 
Self-esteem has been considered as the prime motivation for categorisation 
by social identity theorists (see Tajfel, 1982; Hogg and Abrams, 1988; 
Abrams and Hogg, 1990 for reviews). Group members are motivated by a 
need for positive self-evaluation. However, in this context, self-esteem is
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considered as a personal motivator for action and is not necessarily 
associated with social group membership though it is associated with place 
membership.
With regard to the environment, Korpela (1989) shows how favourite 
environments can support self esteem. Through living in an historic town a 
person can feel a sense of pride by association (Lalli, 1990). Again there is 
little empirical evidence to support this.
This is linked with distinctiveness. As already suggested a measure of 
affect is associated with labelling oneself as distinct from others. This can 
be positive, a "sense of pride" at being a city person for example or it  could 
be negative, for some being labelled an Eastender maybe regarded as a 
negative identity. One would suggest if the identification was a negative 
one that it would not be used or there would be attempts to change it.
Therefore it is hypothesised tha t place identifications will be associated with 
positive and negative feelings about that identification. As such, then there 
will be evidence for the person-environment relationship being used in order 
to maintain personal self esteem.
7.2.4 Self-Efficacv
"People's beliefs about their capabilities to exercise control over events that
affect their lives self beliefs of efficacy influence how people feel, think and
act" (Bandura, 1989; p 411)
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Breakwell, (1992) considers self-efficacy to be "the foundation stone of 
personal agency" (pi) .  With respect to a person’s residential environment 
two things are relevant, the extent to which a person feels efficacious in a 
certain environment and the extent to which a person perceives the 
environment as enabling him/her to feel efficacious. The latter idea is 
discussed by Wihkel (1981). He considers the concept of manageability of 
the environment:
"A manageable environment is one in which the residents of an area feel able 
to organise information from their immediate sociophysical environment in 
such a way that they can develop a predicative system that allows them to 
judge whether a setting supports their goals and purposes".
This is the perception of control over the environment such that it is 
possible to function with a low level of stress from that environment. The 
maintenance of manageability rests on the person knowing the area in 
which they live iu terms of facilities which they require in order to carry out 
their lives in a relatively stress free manner.
It is hypothesised that the environment will be discussed in ways which 
show how manageable a person feels their local environment to be and that 
this will refer to the functional aspects of the environment, such as 
closeness to work, evaluation of shops and schools etc.
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7.3 Conclusion
The aim of this chapter has been to review the literature that discusses the 
function of place attachment. The specific focus has been on the 
relationship between place attachment and identity. Though research has 
examined the relationship between place attachment and identity it has not 
been within a framework of identity theory as derived from and developed 
in social psychology. The only approach which has an organised framework 
of identity is that of Korpela (1989). Similarities between his framework 
and the identity principles described by Breakwell (1986) were noted. As a 
result the identity principles are used as framework for Study Three. If 
place attachment is significant in relation to identity, then there should be 
differences in the ways attached and non-attached people discuss their home 
area with regard to those principles. This is the aim of Study Three.
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CHAPTER EIGHT - PLACE ATTACHMENT AND IDENTITY 
PROCESSES EXPLORED
8.1 Introduction
On the basis of the discussion presented in the previous chapter, Study 
Three was designed. The aim of Study Three was to examine the 
relationship between place attachment and identity processes. Four 
principles of identity for guiding action were considered in the previous 
chapter: distinctiveness, continuity, self-esteem and self-efficacy.
8.1.1 Questions explored bv Studv Three
In Study Three, attached and non-attached residents were interviewed in 
order to examine the extent to which their place attachments are used with 
regard to the four identity principles. The aim to see if respondents discuss 
their relationship with their local environment in ways that suggest that 
environment supports and/or helps develop their identities.
Further, a number of questions are explored regarding the differences 
between the attached and not attached groups of interviewees. Given the 
relationship between attachment and identification established in Chapter 
Six it was expected that attached people would be more likely than the non- 
attached people to have, firstly, identification with the area or the 
settlement, and secondly that the identification would be compatible with 
the local area.
Secondly, it was suggested that strongly attached residents would express
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both place referent and place congruent continuity and those people who 
were not attached would talk about a lack of these types of continuity. 
Thirdly, it was expected that strongly attached people would express some 
degree of positive self-esteem from living in the area. Finally, a relationship 
was expected between increased attachment and increased manageability in 
the local environment.
8.2 Method
8.2.1 Sample
In the questionnaire used in Study Two, there was space for the respondent 
to indicate his/her willingness to be interviewed as part of next study. Forty 
people agreed to be interviewed. From that, twenty people were chosen to 
take part in Study Three. They were chosen because they fulfilled the 
criteria of attached or not attached.
Ten respondents were chosen for each condition. The criterion of 
attached/not attached was decided by the respondents score on the 
Attachment Scale (see Chapter Six for details). A score of sixty or below on 
the attachment scale was chosen as the cut off criterion for attachment, 
since it represents answering neutrally or negatively to the questions on the 
attachment scale. Respondents were chosen where possible who had low 
scores or high scores, in order for there to be some discrimination between 
them. Of the twenty respondents, nineteen were interviewed. One person 
was not able to be contacted within the planned time frame.
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Each of the respondents were interviewed in their own homes. The 
interviews were semi-structnred lasting on average 40 minutes to 1 hour. 
The interviews were transcribed and content analysed using the framework 
described in Section 8.2.3.
8.2.2 Interview schedule
The interview schedule was semi-structured and consisted of six sections. 
The questions asked were designed around questions asked in the 
questionnaire, with the interviewees having to elaborate on their responses 
(a copy of the interview schedule is presented in Appendix 4).
The first section of the interview schedule contained questions about the 
extent, and nature of the respondent's attachment to the local area. If the 
respondent was categorised as attached by his/her response on the 
questionnaire the interviewer began the interview by asking him/her to 
confirm that s/he was attached. Then the respondent was asked to elaborate 
on the ways in which s/he was attached and their main reasons for feeling 
attached. If the respondent was categorised as not attached then s/he was 
asked to elaborate on the reasons for that.
In Section Two of the interview schedule the respondents were asked 
questions about relocation. For the first question the interviewees were 
asked to describe their feelings on leaving their previous house and area, 
and their feelings of moving to the new house and area. They were also
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asked what impact they felt relocation had on their lives and in general 
what the changes associated with relocation meant for people. Finally, the 
interviewees were asked if becoming a homeowner (if they were one) was a 
significant event for them. If the interviewee had not moved in the last ten 
years, they were asked if there were any advantages and disadvantages 
associated with having remained in the same house for a length of time. In 
addition, they were asked what they felt were the main reasons people had 
for living in the same area.
In the third section interviewees were asked about the impact of the 
redevelopment on their fives. Specifically, they were asked about the 
positive and negative consequences of the redevelopment for them 
personally, their families and firiends, the community and the physical 
environment. They were also asked if the redevelopment had influenced 
their feelings of belonging to the area.
Section Four of the interview schedule contained questions on the meaning 
of the respondents identifications. Specifically, the interviewer asked them 
to elaborate on the personal meaning of their settlement, place and local 
identifications. They were also asked if there were certain situations in 
which they would use a specific identification.
In Section Five the interviewees were asked where they said they came fi^om 
when they were asked by people firom a range of different places (firom in
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Southwark to out of Britain). In addition they were asked how they thought 
others perceived Surrey Docks.
Section Six focused on the interviewees' expressed pride in the area. They 
were asked to elaborate on their response to "I feel proud to tell people I live 
here" which was given in the questionnaire, and to try and explain what 
made them feel that way. Finally, they were asked to consider the "best" 
and "worst" aspects of living in the area.
8.2.3 Method of analysis
The answers to the questions in the interview schedule were content 
analysed using the theoretical framework presented in Chapter Seven. This 
section presents the criteria used in order to establish whether or not the 
identity principles were used by people in the elaboration of their 
relationships with their local area.
Distinctiveness
Hummon (1990) suggests tha t distinctiveness would be confirmed through 
comparison with other areas or settlements. In addition Hummon (1990) 
showed that the identifications of the "enthusiasts” i.e those people who are 
very strongly "city" people, would be positively contrasted vdth other 
identifications. For example, a "dty" enthusiast would discuss the benefits of 
the city in comparison to the constraints of the country. In order for a 
response to be classified as referring to distinctiveness two criteria were
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used:
i) the confirmation by the respondent of the identifications they expressed in 
the questionnaire, showing that s/he did use these categories in order to 
distinguish him/herself from others.
ii) the comparative use of the identifications, e.g comparing him/herself as 
distinct from another type of person in the course of the interview.
Continuitv
Place-referent continuity would be confirmed if the person discussed the 
place in ways that showed that the environment functioned as a marker of 
past activities for that respondent. Place-congruent continuity would be 
confirmed if the place was discussed in ways that showed the matching or 
fit between the person and the environment
Evidence of continuity was expected to centre around the person's 
residential history, their attachment to the area, their feehngs about the 
most recent move they had made and their feeling about the redevelopment 
of the area.
Self esteem
Self-esteem was directly examined using the statement on pride in the area 
from the questionnaire. People had already expressed the degree to which 
they felt proud to tell people they lived in the area or not in the 
questionnaire. In order for a response to be classified as concerned with
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self-esteem the respondent had to refer to how living in the area gave them 
a positive feeling about themselves.
Manageability
Manageability was classified when the respondent referred to the ease (or 
not) vrith which s/he could carry out his/her daily life. That is, the extent to 
which everyday living was facilitated or hindered by the local environment. 
The content of answers classified as concerned with manageability will be 
mainly about facilities and functional aspects of the environment.
8.3 Results
The aim is to use the identity principle as a framework for analysing the 
responses given in the interviews. For each identity principle examples will 
be provided to illustrate their existence. Then, the attached and the not 
attached interviewees will be compared with respect to their use of the local 
environment and identity. This is only a very small sample and as such can 
only be thought of as exploratory.
8.3.1 Illustrations of identity principles
8.3.1.1 Distinctiveness
City Town Country No settlement identity
9 2 6 2
Table 8.1 Settlement identifications of interviewees
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As can be seen from the table, those people describing themselves as city 
people formed the largest single group. Elaborating on this, they described 
attributes of city life which they valued often in comparison with living in 
the country. Firstly, convenience of facilities, that is, transport, shops and 
services.
'Td much rather be in the city I  just like it because it is easier to move
around really and there are usually more amenities nearby" EC
"Everything is a phone call away..." DW
"I mean here you have virtually got everything, you know, I  mean I  go over to 
the West End to the pictures, it only takes,liter ally five minutes by car'JC
Secondly,the "hustle and bustle" of city life, the activity and the 
opportunities.
"I Just like the hustle and bustle of London, I  like to go to the country and 
stay but I  like to get back to London, more to do..." RN
"we bought a cottage in Norfolk, I  can go for a week or a fortnight but no 
longer, ifs  too quiet. " BH
"I think it would be too quiet [the country], I  like it like this with things 
going on" DH
For five of the city identifiers, they expressed this identification because 
they had always hved in a city, they did not know anything else.
"this is what we are.." BH
F or these people they identified vrith a specific place rather than with a 
settlement. In this sense the settlement type was not used to distinguish 
themselves from other types of people.
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The two people who identified with the town valued similar attributes to the 
city identifiers but focused more on the idea of community which they 
valued. Rotherhithe, because of its physical shape, that of a peninsula did 
have a small community atmosphere. A town was perceived as having the 
convenience and activity of the city but not vrith the anonymity which is 
sometimes associated with city fife.
The people who identified vrith the country also elaborated on this in
comparison with city life. They valued firstly, peace and quiet.
"I find it difficult to tolerate the dirt, the noise, the busyness, the cars or the 
people, I  like getting out...a lot of quiet" JG
"ifs the sort of peace and quiet you get in the countryside as opposed to in the 
town, when you have got the rumble o f traffic not too far away" HB
Secondly, they valued the physical environment of the country, the views 
and open spaces.
"the view is within three to four hundred yards..! have no wide outlook here 
and you know, when you get out into the countryside and suddenly you can 
see for miles and miles and miles..ifs that element o f broadening out that 1 
like" MR
One woman described the village she was from in the Pennines and 
talked about the mountains:
'Tve been used to just getting the dogs and going and I  do find..! find that I  
sort of like the river...cos there are no mountains down here any way..y  ou 
wouldn’t know what a mountain was..the only thing I  get homesick for" SS
"I do miss the green... but having the park there i f  I  absolutely feel the urge to 
commune with nature, 1 can go" SS
"I like being in the wide open spaces" HB
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The two people who did not have any specific settlement identification
valued qualities from both the city and the country.
"Fm in two minds, I  like the country as well, I  love the sea and the 
country...hut I  also like the convenience of being entertained when I  want to 
be" PW
Londoner Rotherhithe Bermondsey Downtowner Other None
8 3 0 1 4 3
Table 8.2 Place identifications of the interviewees 
As can be seen firom the table the sixteen of the interviewees labelled 
themselves as having a specific place identity. The people who described 
themselves as Londoners varied in the amount they used it as a distinctive 
personal quality. For two of the respondents saying that they were 
Londoners just summed up the fact that they had lived there all their fives.
"you can’t change what you are" MO 
"Fm a Londoner born..me" AC
The people who said that they were Rotherhithe people made a distinction 
between Rotherhithe and the other areas of Southwark, emphasising the 
different types of people in those areas.
"you only had to go past the Red Lion and they were Deptford people" BH
"but you start going to Peckham, you are going into uncharted territory, into 
a different world, because once you get past the Old Kent Road and you have 
got Peckham" JL
"how could you say you came from Catford, poxy Catford" JL
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"I think Rotherhithe and Bermondsey people are the same type o f people, hut 
you wouldn’t associate yourself with Peckham and that’s on the same sort of 
border" JC
"A North Londoner is more quiet, I  mean when I  first came over here, I  mean 
they used to swear and I  thought what have I  let myself in for" DH
There was concern expressed by several people at the council's intention to 
bring people from Peckham to Rotherhithe. Rotherhithe was felt to be a far 
superior place than Peckham.
In addition the old council estates were distinct from each other, each
having its own pub and people from different estates rarely mixing.
"we used to have our pub which was the Bull, and then you had the 
Blacksmiths which was the Acorn [one of the estates] pub and Redriff 
[another estate] had the Ship York...but rarely did you get anyone from  
Acorn mixing with anyone from Amos" JL
The other place identifications expressed were: Irish, Scottish, Southerner 
and Birmingham. Those people vrith an alternative place identification or 
no place identification were not attached to the area.
There was a distinctiveness associated vrith calling yourself a local person.
Eleven of the respondents said that they were local people. When they
discussed the reasons why and the importance of it to them it was clear that
it was to do with recognising people and being recognised themselves.
"I think when you get involved in area things going on, you tend to, people 
think of you as a known face, out" EC
"knowing people and knowing where you are...you’re talking to somebody and 
they say "Oh I  used to know her mum or whatever" MO
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"because we know people, we recognise people, and in the shops they are very 
good at getting things for you, they are very good you know" SS
Amongst those people who did not feel local to the area there was a desire 
to feel local, it was something that they felt they would like to achieve in 
another place.
There was a distinctiveness attributed to the length of time spent in the 
area. People who had lived in the area prior to the redevelopment expressed 
a feeling of uniqueness because they had stayed in the area and watched it 
change from a slum to a desirable residential area:
"I can remember what a crap place I  was in" JL
’Tve enjoyed seeing it change, the change, when I  was young this was a dirty 
place, with all docks and the wharfs,and that noisy and all that but now it’s
quiet someone who moved away for five years would come back and they
wouldn’t recognise it, completely different" RN
People who moved in early on in the development also expressed a feeling of 
uniqueness:
"and it was quite good because here we were one of the first to move in and 
that gives you a bit of an edge, cos you can say to them, tell them what’s 
what" EC
"Well it has been very interesting seeing it change, I  think a lot of the new 
people haven’t got the community spirit that we had in the first place....with 
one or two exceptions I  am one of the older residents" HB
"It’s been nice being one of the first people, seeing it grow up around us" DH
8.3.1.2 Continuity
This section presents the information on continuity. This is intended as a 
description of the ways in which the interviewees have maintained
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continuity of their environment, and promoted discontinuity of their 
environment.
Place-referent continuity
This refers to a situation where the environment is regarded predominantly 
as a marker for events and action. Two women would not leave the area 
because their husbands had died there.
"I don’t think I  would find it easy to move away...because of my memories, of 
having spent the time here with my husband.....because we had all our 
married life here, our whole relationship in and around this area” MS
"The reason I  wouldn’t move from here is because my husband died over here 
and he is in Camberwell cemetery and er I  wouldn’t leave him over here, cos 
he’s over here, I  wouldn’t leave him over here..." DH
For the six people who had hved in the area all their fives, they discussed 
the place with reference to events of their fives:
"I was born across the other side of the main road, lived there till I  got 
married, about twenty years, then I  moved down the road...stayed there till 
these were built" RN
"I’ve lived here all my life, well this area, well Rotherhithe feels like home, 
and I  went to school round here" JC
"and then lived at the Old Kent Road and moved down he when I  was five, 
so my primary school was up the road, St. Joseph’s is no longer there, 
secondary school was St. Michael’s but that was only one bus ride away" JL
"we used to sit and watch the cargo being unloaded and sit and the odd 
occasional crate would fall over, we’d be over there like a shot, potatoes that’s 
next week’s potatoes and we’ll have the afters because there’s oranges coming" 
JL
One interviewee said how he would be devastated if they closed the "pie and 
mash" shop up the road, even though he had not been there for a long time.
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For him it represents a part of Bermondsey which he identifies with. 
Place-congruent continuity
This refers to a situation where the environment "fits" with the desires and 
values that the resident has. This occurred in two ways. Three people 
discussed their local environment in comparison vrith a specific valued place 
that they had once lived in, mentioning both physical and social features of 
that environment. Two other people considered the local area in terms of 
general qualities that they valued.
Two people described their feehngs of not fitting in with the environment. 
One woman had come to a mixed tenancy block of fiats in the area, vrith the 
intention of getting involved in the area, but has been unable to do so. She 
found that she did not get on with the local people and found the facilities to 
be poor.
"I have a lot of difficulties relating to the locals, you have to fit in with them, 
rather than the other way round and that becomes a bit difficult when you 
have, you know there is an awful lot o f racist feeling in Rotherhithe and 
there are all sorts o f tests being carried out i f  you get invited into a house of 
someone, genuinely a lot of racist talk....JG
Another woman found similar conflicts between her values and those
expressed by the local population. She had moved to the area as an
investment. As a result of her experience she said that she vrill be very
careful about choosing the next place she moves to.
"the local people, I  find are very insular and cliquey, they are not what I  
would call friendly by any stretch of the imagination and they seem to share 
a common attitude which is one that I  don’t personally share..there have been 
no, up until recently there have been no recreational facilities...there’s
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nothing"Js
One man remarked on the tendency for people to stay with the same type of 
person:
"Fd feel out of place if  I  lived up in Blackheath or Dulwich you know, you see 
I  suppose you do tend to stay with your own" AC
Finally, there was evidence of people's change in residence representing a 
new beginning and a break from the past. Two people had moved to their 
ovm places after divorce:
"Oh I  was thrilled with it, starting from scratch.. " JP
"that was a wonderful feeling, somewhere stable to live after all those years
o f instability I  loved moving here, having my own home, I  could do what I
wanted with it" HB
One person was intending to move with his new partner, unfortunately she 
died before they moved:
"the house belonged to Clare and her family and I  teamed up with Clare, 
and it was, we didn’t mind living there on our own in her family house but 
we needed a fresh start and she died unfortunately..." GG
One interviewee described how he and his wife had moved away from an 
area because they could no longer be councillors due to his new job in  which 
he had to be politically neutral.
"because I  hold a politically restricted job in local government now, I  couldn’t 
stand and we decided to move...let’s go somewhere else..rather than stay 
attached to the area you’ve been involved in for 15 to 20 years, otherwise you 
are going to get pangs, ’cos you can’t do what you wanted to do...let’s go and 
change everything. " BH
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These represent people who consciously changed their environments in 
response to life events in order to start anew.
8.3.1.3 Self-esteem
This section presents the data on self-esteem. There seem to be several 
ways in which the person-environment relationship is used to maintain 
positive self esteem. Firstly, through association with an area which has 
positive qualities.
BH: T m  a Londoner no matter which part of London I  come from"
INT: "What makes you feel like this?"
BH: "Well, London’s a special place, it’s an interesting place to live"
"I like London as a place to live in the sense of the history and the actual 
London City..it’s very hard to explain, my parents keep saying well why do 
you want to live in London, I  ju st want. " JP
Two people when explaining why they felt proud of the area talked about
seeing the change in the area. It made them feel good to see the area which
they had known for years become a desirable place to live.
"down here before it was a slum, it really was, although you wouldn’t admit 
it...it was bad, since this has been done everything’s new and it’s all been 
tidied up, it’s nice" RN
"It’s mine, I  own part of it. I ’ve helped somewhere along the line. I ’ve shared 
the crap" JL
Several people discussed the status attached to living in Docklands. There 
were mixed feelings as to whether they would associate themselves with it 
since there is a difficulty with people thinking Docklands is only North of
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the river. One person expressed how she did use the name to give her some 
kudos with her workmates:
"working in Kensington obviously they look down their noses a bit and to be 
able to say in the early days, "Oh well Fm moving to Docklands" was 
throwing it back at them".... " HB
Secondly, identification with a place or settlement is usually coupled with a 
positive regard for that identification, as has been described in the section 
on distinctiveness. So people talk about the superior nature of Rotherhithe 
people as opposed to Peckhamites, and the positive qualities associated with 
being "city" people as opposed to "country" people.
Finally, there are ways in which the physical environment may enhance 
self-esteem on a personal level:
"getting the keys to this place was a great feeling, I  had actually achieved 
something" HB
"When I  get lonely in the flat I  can just go out and be walking around and I  
feel better" JP
In addition to personally thinking the area is a nice one to live in people
mentioned other people liking the area as a reason for feeling proud of it:
"I think generally people who come to visit me and haven’t been before are 
surprised...pleasantly so at the green" MS
"It’s nice, if  you want to invite people, it’s a nice place to bring your friends" 
BH
8.3.1.4 Manageabilitv
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This section will present the data on manageabihty, that is the extent to 
which people experience their local environment as responding to their 
needs such that they are able to carry out their daily lives with a minimnm  
of stress.
The topics covered were crime, services, pollution and the social 
environment. These were the areas which people discussed in answer to the 
questions about the costs and benefits of living in the area. In addition 
these topics were mentioned as areas which could cause the breakdown of 
manageability such that they may have to leave the area. It is really only 
interesting to discuss those aspects of the environment which had become or 
could become unmanageable to the interviewees.
Firstly, crime and safety. Two people had been burgled, and for one person 
crime was becoming a problem for her:
"I don’t like the idea that you have to lock your cars at night, you have to 
make sure you are secure from burglars and the sheer business of living and 
getting to work takes so much time, that you have about an hour to yourself, 
it’s exhausting" JG
One other person felt that it was not possible to go away and leave her 
house because she felt sure she would get burgled. She felt there had been 
a rise in crime and it was-one of the reasons she would like to leave the 
area.
Secondly, services. Everyone mentioned the poor public transport system
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and the lack of a Marks and Spencer’s in the new shopping centre! There 
was also general agreement that there were few entertainment facihties in 
the area. These were minor complaints. However, the lack of secondary 
schools in the area was a problem for one man, and he felt it may be a 
reason to leave the area which he was reluctant to do because he had lived 
there most of his Hfe.
Thirdly, pollution. One person mentioned the dust:
"There is an incredibly high rate of asthma in this area and on the other side 
of the river....and my eldest one has got asthma and my wife has developed 
W'BH
For him this might mean that he would leave the area.
A second kind of pollution was experienced by one of the interviewees:
"but the neighbourhood is being spoiled in my view by the large number of 
young people living here with loud music machines, our neighbours next door 
drive us mad...get drunk and play loud music at 4 o’clock in the morning" 
GG
He was leaving the area for a home in France.
Fourthly, the social environment or more specifically changes in the 
ethnicity of the neighbourhood. Many of the respondents expressed their 
views at the increased number of black people who have been moved into 
this area by the council. It was felt that this would be a major issue in the 
next few years:
"it will be [a big issue] towards the end of this and next year, I  mean you go 
down there in the mornings. I’m not prejudiced but, you drive down there in 
the mornings and that’s all you see at the bus stop, they’ve got to live 
somewhere I  suppose" R N
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"you never got any blacks around here because there weren’t no houses, now 
there aire houses christ knows what is going to happen in 2 years time, 
powder keg...they are getting the blacks with chips on their shoulders" JL
There was a feeling of resentment toward the increase in the numbers of 
black people being housed in the area who were not from Rotherhithe but 
from Peckham.
8.3.2 Comparison between attached and non attached interviewees 
This section will compare the two groups of interviewees across the four 
principles of identity. The aim is to describe the main differences between 
the groups of interviewees.
8.3.2.1 Distinctiveness
Of the people who were attached to the area all of them had a place and/or 
a settlement identity. Only one of the attached interviewees did not class 
herself as a Londoner or a Rotherhithe person. She said she was a 
Southerner but felt that her identity was defined more by her class and 
lifestyle:
"I identify myself by class and lifestyle, sort of lefty, middle class thinking 
person....Guardian reader" MS
Of those people who were not attached to the local area, three of them had 
identifications vrith other places namely, Ireland, Scotland and Birmingham. 
In addition two of them were "country" people. It can be said that for those 
two people they were living in places not congruent with their 
identifications. These people were planning to leave to find places which
253
would be compatible with that identification. The Irish woman was 
planning to move to Eastbourne which she felt had similar qualities to the 
town she grew up in, in Ireland. For her it was not important that she 
should go back to Ireland. In fact she said that she had been back to her 
home tovm and found it too quiet for her to live in. More important for her 
was to find a place that possessed the qualities she valued in her home 
town.
Two of the interviewees who were not attached to the local area did have 
place identifications. Both of them said that they were Londoners. For 
one, it was the city of London that she specifically identified with and for 
here it was enough to be anywhere in London.
'Tve just literally in the last two or three weeks looked at flats and Tve gone 
straight over to Tooting and put a deposit on a flat over there and I  know 
nothing about Tooting....but I  like to live in London" JP
For the other person his identification as a Londoner did not mean th a t he
felt he had to stay in that area or London necessarily. It was more a
statement of who he was rather than an expression of his relationship with
the local environment.
The rest of the non-attached interviewees did not have any identification 
with either place or settlement. These people did feel that one day they 
would like to be "local" to an area. They felt the reason they did not have 
any place or settlement identification was because they had hved in many 
different places.
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"Not local to anywhere, I  think i f  you’ve moved and married away from home 
and then moved after that, and then teamed up with someone, the roots, 
there is not time for roots to go anywhere.. " GG
'Td only feel that I  came from somewhere if I’d lived there a hell of a long 
time or had kids here or something" PW
8.S.2.2 Continuity
The above discussion suggests that people who are attached to the local area 
have maintained a degree of place-congruent continuity, which is as 
expected. That is, they are living in an area that is compatible vtith their 
place or settlement identifications.
There was only one person who said she was attached to the area but had a 
"country" settlement identity. She felt a t home in the area and the 
smallness and quiet of the peninsula appealed to the "country" in her. The 
main aspect of the country that she missed was the scenery especially the 
greenness and the mountains.
For those that were strongly attached (scoring 75 and over on the
attachment scales) some of them had place-referent continuity, which was
hypothesised. In reality this just means that they had lived in that area for
most of their lives. The only evidence of maintenance of that continuity was
manifested in the desire not to move away from the area:
"it was a relief to me [being given a council house in the area], cos I  could see 
myself moving out to Bexley or Sidcup or Welling and I  didn’t want to go, 
know what I  mean, so when this came up it was a bit of a godsend" R N
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Of those interviewees who were not attached but had identifications there 
was a desire to find places to complement those identifications as has been 
described above.
One of the people who was not attached to the area did express a lack of 
place-referent continuity:
"I was horn overseas, so I  don’t feel attachment to anywhere, because I  was 
born in Libya, so I  don’t know, maybe i f  you could say you were born in that 
hospital you could say you were more attached" PW
For those who were not attached and had no identifications continuity of 
place did not seem to be important to them:
"I don’t feel a particular need to be rooted to a place. I ’m more of a snail, I  
carry my shell around with me" GG
8.3.2.3 Self-esteem
For the attached people there were varying degrees to which living in the 
area gave them a feeling of positive self worth and this has been covered in 
the section on attachment and self esteem.
The people who were not attached fell into two distinct groups, those who 
liked living in the area but were moving on and those for whom it was not 
a pleasant experience to be hving there. They expressed their feehngs of 
dissatisfaction and a strong desire to leave the area. One woman expressed 
how she used the negative aspects of the place in a way that gave her
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pleasure:
"I think I  take a terrible satisfaction in telling them how awful it is, because 
most of the people I  work with are living in quiet little garden suburbs, the 
extent of the depravity is people leaving the occasional bottle....ifs my way of 
coping" JG
8.3.2.4 Manageabilitv
The attached people made more expressions of the manageability of the 
environment:
"convenience for everything, getting to work, schools, leisure centre, library, 
shops, I  mean everything we do or got to in an average week is within 
walking distance. " EC
"ifs easy to move around London, ifs  ideal from most points o f view and ifs  
handy for work" BH
T’wo people expressed a change in manageabihty:
"being in an area that was quiet enough so that it didn’t feel like it was in 
the centre of London, of late it has got to the state where there is not longer 
that peace and quiet" HB
The people who were not attached to the area again fell into two groups. 
Firstly, those who felt the area was manageable:
"easy access straight in and being able to wander around the shops are
brilliant" JP
"now that they have a set of shops out here ifs  a very very convenient spot, 
short walk to the tube, short walk to the shops, short walk to the park" GG
Secondly, those who did not feel the place was manageable:
"we’ve got a limited shopping facility at Surrey Quays and everything else 
has failed" JG.
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8.4 Discussion
8.4.1 Place and identity processes
There is some evidence for people holding specific settlement ideologies 
which are used to gain positive distinctiveness over other settlements.
This is manifested by the "city" people negatively labelling the very quahties 
of the country, e.g the peace and quiet, valued by the "country" people. As 
suggested by Hummon (1986) there was a sense that the identification 
represented an ideology which then firamed perceptions of other settlements 
and their quahties.
A similar mechanism was apparent at the place identification level. People 
who identified with Rotherhithe, positively compared it with the 
surrounding areas, such as Peckham, suggesting that each area bred a type 
of person who could be distinguished firom each other.
At the level of defining oneself as local or not, there was a bias towards 
wanting to be labelled as local, wanting to belong. Again non-locals were 
defined as different, non-participants, short-term residents.
As vrith Study One, it was found that not all levels of place identification 
were salient for all the respondents. For those people who had hved in the 
area all their lives, the salient categories were those which distinguished 
them from the surrounding local areas. If as Feldman (1990) suggests, 
identifications are used to categorise and order the environment, then it  is 
reasonable to assume that the categories must have a salience for the
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individual at the appropriate scale of settlement. In order to achieve 
distinctiveness whilst hving in one neighbourhood for a length of time, it is 
more sahent to compare yourself with the surrounding neighbourhoods than 
with a different settlement. This raises the issue of environmental effects 
on the salience of specific identifications. Different levels of identification 
are appropriate for different environments. As a general rule, the further 
away a person is from his/her home, the more general an identification will 
be used. For example, if a person is in a foreign country s/he is likely to use 
his/her nationality as her/his identification, whereas someone from London 
may call themselves a Londoner when they are in the North of England. 
Distinctiveness then is achieved within the constraints of the appropriate 
environmental scale.
Secondly, how the local area was used in the maintenance of continuity of 
self and the use of place to create, symbolise and establish new selves. To 
begin with there was evidence for a place referent continuity, tha t is the 
landscape functioning as a reminder of the person's past. For the two 
widows, remaining in the area was a link with their dead husbands. For 
one the area held the memory of their marriage. In this way it could be 
said that the place acted as focus for memories that they wished to preserve 
(Rowles, 1983; Korpela, 1989). For others, the ability to point out where 
s/he had grown up acted as a symbol of continuity vrith the past and the 
future, that the existence of a familiar building confirmed his/her existence 
as a young person.
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As well as the conscious preservation of continuity amongst the respondents 
there was evidence of conscious discontinuity (Hormuth, 1990). In these 
cases a new environment was chosen to represent a new stage in life, for 
example after a divorce, a woman’s new house represented her new life as a 
single woman, as something she had achieved without her husband’s 
assistance. This gives evidence for the use of place in the active 
construction of identity (Hormuth, 1990) as opposed to its function as 
backdrop to experience.
There was some evidence for place congruent continuity provided by the 
people who expressed dissatisfaction with the area. For them it did not 
match with how they saw themselves, they did not feel able to belong to an 
area where the people and the services did not represent their values and 
aspirations (Feldman, 1990). For these people it was salient for them to 
live in a place which they felt to be congruent with their values.
Thirdly, the use of place to maintain a positive self-esteem. This is closely
associated with distinctiveness. There was evidence of positive selfesteem
via association with a "prestigious" place (LalH, 1991). One woman
described how  she used h e r association w ith  th e  D ocklands to present
herself in a positive fashion. In addition, the association with London was
regarded as a positive one, linking a person to activity, and the "heart" of
the country. In this sense, self-esteem was maintained via the symbolic 
qualities of the place.
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There was some evidence for the actual physical qualities of the place 
providing positive self esteem. One woman felt her spirits lift when she 
went for a walk in the area.
In addition there was a degree of positive self-esteem associated with the 
reaction gained from visitors to the area. People's positive feelings came 
from the positive feedback given to them from visitors to the area.
Finally, the place with respect to manageability. In this study 
manageability was conceived of at a very basic level, meaning the extent to 
which the environment facilitated everyday life. Clearly, for some people, 
given their values and aspirations the environment was not manageable. 
These people found the level of crime, noise and the lack of services 
unacceptable. For these people then, leaving was their preferred option.
8.4.2 Attachment and identitv processes
Broadly, it can be said that for those people who were attached to the area 
the place was used in a number of ways to a greater or lesser extent to 
maintain and develop identity processes. Those people who were not 
attached seemed to fall into two main groups: those who were attached to 
other places and those who expressed no attachment to anywhere. The 
former group used this other attachment with respect to identity processes, 
mainly resulting in a desire to leave the area. For the latter group either 
place attachment was not salient for them at this stage in their lives (e.g
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students) or they had never felt any need for a place attachment ("nomadic" 
after Giuliani, 1991).
8.5 Conclusion
This study completes the empirical work of the thesis. Its aim has been to 
examine the function of place attachment with respect to identity processes. 
To do this, ways in which a place attachment may be used to maintain or 
develop identity processes were explored. There was some evidence to 
suggest that people who were attached to their home areas did talk about 
that attachment with respect to the identity principles. In addition there 
was some evidence of people wishing to leave the area because one of those 
principles of identity had been threatened.
Chapter Nine provides a full discussion of all the research presented here.
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CHAPTER NINE - DISCUSSION
9.1 Introduction
This chapter draws together the research by putting it into a wider 
theoretical context and examining its achievements and limitations. The 
first section is a summary of the aims and findings of the work. The second 
section addresses the main theoretical and methodological points of the 
research in the context of previous work. The final section critically 
examines the limitations of the work and presents suggestions for further 
research to overcome those shortcomings.
9.2 Summarv of the research
This research focused on a critical examination of the concept of place 
identity and place attachment and the relationship between the two. 
Broadly, it is argued tha t the representations of salient places become part 
of the self concept and as such frame future place selections, perceptions 
and actions. This is the basic tenet of the work on place identity carried out 
by Proshansky (1976, 1978, 1983). The research presented here sought to 
examine the factors which are related to the salience of a place for a person, 
in order to further our understanding of the process of place attachment. A 
model of place attachment was tested, and the factors related to place 
attachment were evaluated. The key variables relating to place attachment 
were social involvement and evaluation. Salient places are thought to have 
two main impacts on identity. Firstly, over time they become the 
framework through which new or other places are examined and compared.
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Secondly, place attachment plays a role in the maintenance and 
development of aspects of the self, specifically, continuity, self-esteem, self- 
efficacy and distinctiveness.
The work was undertaken in London Docklands which has undergone 
massive physical and social change in the last decade. As a result it has 
become an area populated by people with a wide range of types and levels of 
attachment. In addition, given the changes that have occurred in the area 
the population's awareness of their residential environment has been 
heightened. As such it forms a quasi-experimental situation in which to 
examine these concepts.
The first issue addressed in this research was the nature of a person's 
attachment to his/her home area. Several disdphnes have contributed to 
the debate on this topic: urban sociology, human geography and 
environmental psychology. Out of a review of this literature Study One was 
designed. Study One considered aspects of the person's relationship with 
his/her environment, providing preliminary data on how attachment, 
representations, identifications and activity relate to one another in a 
person's residential area. Specifically, Study One concluded that people 
describe their attachment to the area in terms of their involvement and 
activity in that area. In addition, there was some evidence that 
identification with a settlement or specific place influences choices and 
perceptions of future and alternative residences. This supports previous
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research (Feldman, 1990).
Study Two was an empirical investigation of the underlying structure of the 
construct of place attachment, its measurement and determinants. It also 
examined the relationship between place attachment and local 
identification. Place attachment was hypothesised to be multivariate 
(Gerson et al, 1977; Giuliani, 1990) and that different types of people would 
be attached in different ways. Further it was hypothesised that the extent 
of a person’s attachment would be related to their residential 
stability/mobility, their involvement in the area and an evaluation of 
facilities and opportunities in the area. These variables were incorporated 
into a model which was tested by Study Two. Local identification was 
hypothesised to be related to place attachment. It was suggested that 
identification is the self definition of place attachment.
The results showed that place attachment has social, personal and 
functional components. In addition, place attachment was directly related to 
the evaluation of the area and social involvement in the area. These results 
confirm previous studies in this area (Gerson et ah 1977; Guest and Lee, 
1983). Place attachment was found to be associated with consonant 
settlement identifications, specific place identifications and local 
identifications.
In conclusion, place attachment is regarded as the process by which places
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become salient for a person. This research focused on the function of place 
attachment in the maintenance and development of aspects of identity. In 
other words the relationship between representations of salient places and 
identity processes can be thought of as reciprocal and dynamic. Specifically: 
through socialisation in salient physical environments a person develops 
representations of places which are used as sets of guidelines with which to 
evaluate future environments. In doing this place attachments help 
maintain aspects of identity. To explore this BreakwelFs identity process 
theory (1992, 1993) was used as a framework to examine a population who 
have a range of attachments to their residential area. This formed the focus 
of Study Three. The results of this study suggest that people who are 
attached to their residential area discuss that place in ways that support 
self-esteem, self-efficacy, continuity and distinctiveness. Study Three 
provides the link between place attachment, identity processes and place 
identifications.
9.3 Main points emerging from the research
9.3.1 Structure of place attachment
The previous work in this area considers place attachment to be a 
multidimensional construct (Janowitz and Kasarda, 1974; Riger and 
Lavrakas, 1981; Taylor, Gottffedson and Brower, 1985). However, there is 
little agreement over what are the attributes of place attachment. The main 
area of confusion is over the operationalisation of place attachment. For 
example, Riger and Lavrakas (1981) use length of stay to measure place
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attachment, and Gerson et al (1977) consider social involvement to be a 
measure of attachment. This research measured place attachment by using 
a set of seventeen attitude statements. The items formed a reliable scale. 
Using this scale it was possible to show that people could be differentiated 
according to the extent of their place attachment. As well as investigating 
quantitative differences between respondents, qualitative differences were 
investigated. The POSA in Study Two showed that in this sample there 
were three distinct attachment experiences, one based on functional needs, 
one more socially oriented and a third which was concerned with belonging 
in a place. I would suggest that these are some of the key components of 
the attachment experience. The attachment experience comprises feelings of 
place attachment as experienced by a person and are distinguished from 
attachment behaviours such as regularly visiting the local pub. Attachment 
behaviours, such as social involvement, may or may not lead to feelings of 
attachment.
9.3.2 Place attachment as distinct from other constructs 
In order to examine the relationship between place attachment, place 
identity and identifications, place attachment needs to be distinguished from 
the other concepts discussed in this thesis. There has been a tendency by 
some, to use these terms interchangeably (e.g Low and Altman, 1992).
Place attachment is regarded here as both a product and a process. As a 
product it is thought of as a person’s emotional bond with a geographical
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area, which can be elicited from a person at any given point. This was 
measured in Study Two. This research has shown that the attachment 
bond can be mainly functional associated with opportunities in the area, or 
it can be social, focusing on a person’s networks of friends and family or the 
bond may arise from individual circumstances.
However, it is not a static construct and varies over time (Giuliani, 1990; 
Chawla, 1992; Rubinstein and Parmelee, 1992). Rather it is conceptualised 
as part of a dynamic ongoing process of development and maintenance of 
bonds with the environment.
Place identity as conceptualised by Proshansky (1983) is a general concept 
encompassing all aspects of the relationship between the physical 
environment and a person’s identity. The usefulness of such a global 
construct is discussed later in this chapter.
Place identifications are different again. They are a person’s self-expressed 
membership to a place or settlement e.g "city" person. These are thought to 
function is a similar way to social identifications (Hogg and Abrams, 1988).
9.3.3 Factors related to place attachment
Study Two focused on the model of the factors related to place attachment 
and identification. This section discusses the important points raised by the
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research. The model is presented in fu.ll in Chapter Six.
9.3.3.1 Evaluation, place attachment and identitv
The model shows that a person’s evaluation of their local area has large 
influence on the variance of place attachment. It has been argued 
elsewhere (Guest and Lee, 1983; Austin and Baba, 1990; Ringel and 
Finkelstein, 1991) that place attachment and place evaluation are 
conceptually and empirically different. The results from this research give 
some support for this. What remains, however is the fact that a person’s 
perception of his/her area has a considerable influence on place attachment. 
The evaluation of the area as measured here is predominantly composed of 
a positive or negative attitudes towards the local area. Evaluation links 
place attachment with place identifications since place identifications may 
form one of the basis on which the evaluation is carried out. That is, the 
evaluation a person makes of a place will be influenced by his/her particular 
socialisation into the physical world (Proshansky, 1978, 1983). Hummon 
(1990) showed how a "city" enthusiast negatively evaluates the country to 
him/herself. S/he dismisses the country life because it is parochial, insular 
and quiet. The country is not congruent with respect to his/her place 
identification, and receives a negative evaluation. As a result s/he is less 
likely to form a strong attachment to that place. Obviously, there vdll be 
other criteria upon which s/he may make judgements, but his/her 
identifications may influence her/his evaluations of an area.
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However, it has to be recognised that this analysis is culturally bound 
within an affluent Western perspective. It makes the assumption that the 
person has the freedom to choose a place which represents his/her values 
and goals. Winkel (1983) makes this point in the context of manageability; 
for people on low incomes or benefits, managing their environment means 
being able to feed the family and keep a roof over their heads. For an 
affluent person, who can leave if they choose, their goals are perhaps driven 
by, for example aesthetic considerations or schools. As has been mentioned 
before, people have attachments to places that clearly do not meet their 
purely functional needs (Rowles, 1981). Of course, this begs the definition of 
need or goal, and the priorities a person places on those needs. For an 
elderly person, staying in the same house in which s/he grew up could be 
considered to be more important to her/him than being near the shops. 
However, there is a tendency to assume that a person has a choice to leave 
a place if it does not meet his/her requirements. It would be useful for 
future research to examine what alternatives people make when they cannot 
leave a situation.
One further limitation of this research is that place attachment is viewed 
predominantly in relation to moving behaviour. This is a criticism which 
can be levelled at much of the place attachment literature. This is partly 
due to the origins of place attachment in relocation studies (Fried, 1963), in 
the more philosophical work of Relph (1976) and Tuan (1974) and the 
"community" research (Gerson et ah 1977). Fried (1963) examined the
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"grief’ reaction of some residents when they were forced to relocate. Relph 
(1976) and Tuan (1974) consider the problems of a mobile society on place 
attachment which for them is a intrinsic human need. Gerson et al (1977), 
Janowitz and Kasarda, (1974) work is centred in the "community" literature 
and as such much of that work is dogged by the debate around the ’loss" of 
community in contemporary society.
The implications of place attachment on other actions has not been 
extensively examined and is an area on which future research could 
fruitfully focus.
9.3.1.2 The role of involvement and appropriation of space 
Involvement was expected to play an important role in the prediction place 
attachment. Specifically, social involvement is stressed by many authors 
as a factor related to place attachment (Rivlin, 1981; Gerson et al, 1977; 
Shumaker and Taylor, 1983; St. John et ah 1981; Guest and Lee, 1983; 
Giuliani, 1991).
In this research involvement was regarded as one way of operationalising 
appropriation of space. Appropriation of space was suggested as being the 
mechanism by which a person "owns" the environment (Korosec-Sefarty, 
1976).
"space appropriation refers rather to a dynamism aimed at exercising a 
mastery over a space. It represents an effort at making the latter congruent 
with the individual" (1976:p 47)
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Again there is the notion of achieving congruency between a person and a 
place. Space appropriation is suggested to be the process by which this 
happens. This research suggested that in doing and acting in the 
environment knowledge is gained about the area and over time an 
evaluation is made. A positive evaluation would be more likely lead to a 
positive attachment. Social involvement was related to place attachment as 
well as to evaluation. It is recognised that this is only one type of 
involvement. Future work would need to examine more closely other types 
of involvement, and whether different types of involvement would lead to 
variances in place attachment.
An alternative explanation of the underlying psychological process of place 
attachment could be the "mere exposure" effect (Zajonc, 1968; 1980). The 
main finding firom this research was tha t repeated exposure to a stimulus 
increased the preference of the person for that stimulus. Typically the 
stimuli have been a series of nonsense words. The participant views them 
either many or a few times. It was found that participants favour stimuli to 
which they are most frequently exposed. This effect has been applied to 
interpersonal attraction (Moreland and Zajonc, 1979, 1982). Carried out in 
an experimental setting it was found tha t faces to which the participants 
were more frequently exposed were rated as more likeable than those faces 
viewed only a few times. It could be suggested that a similar psychological 
process was involved in the formation of attachment. That is, the longer a 
person was exposed to an environment the more likely s/he would have a
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positive emotional response to it. If this were so one might expect a 
positive correlation between length of stay and place attachment.
However, before we consider this, two points need to be taken into 
consideration. Firstly, given the fact that this work was carried out under 
strict experimental conditions with, for example, (Moreland and Zajonc, 
1982) participants viewing the same photo once a week for four weeks, I am 
not sure how appropriate it is to compare this with people’s attitudes to 
their residential environments in which they live their daily lives.
Secondly, in the experimental research the students were typically asked to 
rate on a 1 - 7 scale of like-dislike, the photos presented to them. This 
formed the measure of attractiveness. This measure I would suggest relates 
better to evaluation or satisfaction than to place attachment since place 
attachment can be viewed in both negative and positive terms.
Given these reservations,what is the evidence of a relationship between 
length of stay and attachment and evaluation? Gerson et al (1977) examine 
this specifically and show that whilst there is a positive correlation between 
length of stay and place attachment (measured here as "happy to be here"), 
once involvement was controlled for the relationship disappeared.
Therefore, although increased length of stay is related to increased 
involvement in an area which in turn leads to increased attachment, length
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of stay per se does not have a relationship with place attachment. In the 
present research, length of stay did not correlate with place attachment or 
vdth evaluation. The key variables with respect to place attachment and 
evaluation were frequency of moving within the last ten years and 
anticipated length of stay. What seems to be more important than actual 
years spent in the one place is a measure of past and future residential 
stability. This would suggest that "mere exposure" does not help explain 
place attachment.
9.3.4 The process of place attachment
The model of place attachment presented in Study Two can only be regarded 
as a "snapshot" in time, given that it was a cross-sectional study. However, 
it is useful to conceptualise place attachment as a dynamic process. That 
is, although a t any one point in time it is possible to sample the strength 
and nature of place attachment, it is not static. Giuliani (1993) suggests 
that work carried out on place attachment has regarded it as static in 
nature. That is, it has been researched vdth the assumption that a person 
will have a place attachment or not. Furthermore they will lose place 
attachment through relocation. A different perspective would be to consider 
place attachment "in the wider context of the development of the capacity to 
affectively invest in places" Giuliani, (1993; p. 1). Rubinstein and Parmelee 
(1992) also view place attachment as a process modified over time and 
space.
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As a process I would suggest that one way in which affective investment is 
achieved is as described in the place attachment model. One way in which 
this process may develop is as follows: a person of a certain age moves into 
a house in an area with a general orientation towards remaining in the area 
or moving (Giuliani, 1991). What determines this is multivariate and may 
include functional, social and personal reasons plus dispositional tendencies 
(Canter and Rees, 1983). One way of expressing this orientation is through 
one’s commitment to remaining in the area and the commitment to the 
previous residence. In this research, these were measured by length of stay 
and anticipated length of stay which were shown to have a significant 
relationship with place attachment. Although, as stated earlier the 
relationship between place attachment and stability/mobility is conceived of 
as a reciprocal one, it is suggested that stability provides the potential for 
place attachment to develop in the first instance. Once estabhshed it is 
likely that continued place attachment maintains stability. Place 
attachment may be maintained through ritual (Saile, 1985). Equally, it may 
be disrupted through environmental change.
In creating a model of place attachment this present research incorporated 
a number of perspectives and showed that both affective as well as 
sociodemographic factors are important in explaining place attachment. This 
integrates both the phenomenologists’ emphasis on the affective component 
in place attachment and the sociologists’ emphasis on demographic 
predictors of place attachment.
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However, from a socio-environmental psychological perspective a more 
fundamental question is the role place attachment plays in identity 
processes because it is through these processes that place attachment will 
have a part in the production of action.
9.3.5 Place identifications and social identitv
An important question to be addressed is the extent to which place 
identifications can be considered as an equivalent to social identifications, or 
whether they are something intrinsically different. Proshansky’s (1983) 
original work does consider place identity to be "like social identity" but this 
is not elaborated on and there is no reference to social identity theory (e.g 
Israel and Tajfel, 1972; Tajfel, 1982; Hogg and Abrams, 1988; Abrams and 
Hogg, 1990, Abrams, 1992). This section will explore some of the 
similarities and differences of place and social identifications.
9.3.5.1 Place identifications as group memberships
To begin with a place identification e.g "city person" is similar to a social 
identification in that it can be thought of as the person’s membership to that 
group of people associated with cities. It is a declaration of belonging. In 
declaring one’s belonging/attachment the attributes of the representation 
place are extended to the person. That is in identifying oneself as a city 
person, one takes on the qualities of the city, e.g exciting, corrupting 
(Hummon, 1988). However, it may depend on one’s representation of tha t 
place as to whether s/he wishes to identify with it. That is, if a person has
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a predominantly negative representation of cities it is unlikely given the 
identity process of positive self esteem that s/he will wish to affihate 
her/himself with it. Conversely, if s/he finds her/himself forced to live in a 
city even though s/he has a negative representation of that settlement 
according to social identity theory s/he is likely to reinterpret the negative 
aspects in a positive light in order to maintain a positive identity. Hummon 
(1988) shows how the same place related attributes are interpreted and 
reinterpreted differently by people with differing settlement identities in 
order to provide a positive representation of their settlement type. So, in 
one sense place identifications are the equivalent of social identifications. 
However, an ambiguity remains as to whether a distinction can be made 
between identification with the group of people from a specific place and 
identification with the place itself. In may be that a person has a place 
identification which does not include group membership, but this would 
need to be examined empirically. It would be more interesting to see if 
social and place identifications are used in similar ways. One difference 
between place and social identifications that stems from this distinction 
concerns the function of salient places in the maintenance and development 
of identity. I have suggested that place, via the meanings attributed to 
them, have the capacity to support principles of identity. Living in a city 
may support feelings of continuity and distinctiveness with respect to a 
person’s "city" identification. This has parallels with social identifications. 
For example, spending time -with members of a specific group, e.g. students 
may support that specific identification. However, in addition to this,
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salient places may support other identifications. For example living in 
Hampstead may help maintain an identification as a left wing intellectual. 
The main identifications choice of residence may influence I would suggest 
would be racial, religious, class and national.
9.3.5.2 Salience of place identifications
This present research provides some evidence for the salience of identities at 
specific times and more appropriately here, in specific places. Some people 
did not express a settlement identification and it was not a salient 
categorisation for them. This group can be divided into those people who 
expressed no settlement identity or any other identification and those for 
whom settlement identity was not salient but other identifications were. It 
could be suggested that this was because they did not associate frequently 
with people who were not from similar environments. As would be expected 
fi'om social identity theory a person’s settlement identity would be salient 
when the group was categorised along those lines (Abrams, 1992). For 
example if a group of teachers some from the country and some firom the 
city met in order to compare situations in the city and the country their 
settlement identifications may be salient. On a more individual level a 
person firom the country may be made much more aware of that 
identification when s/he is in a place that is not consonant with that 
identification, e.g a city. However, if a person is rarely in a situation which 
is categorised along those identifications, then they are unlikely to be 
salient for them. For example a person who has never been to the North of
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England may never feel the need to define her/himself as a Southerner. In 
this sense membership of a place may be similar to group membership. 
Future research would be necessary in order to examine detailed similarities 
and differences.
9.3.5.3 Relations between groups
A point needs to be made about the lack of power relations 
between the groups of "city” and "country” people, since this may be an 
important difference between social and place identifications. Most of the 
social identity work (e.g Tajfel, 1982; Hogg and Abrams, 1990, Skevington 
and Baker, 1989) explores the in/out group phenomenon using groups 
between which there are recognised societal inequalities in power, e.g 
women (Skevington and Baker, 1989). Although there are negative 
stereotypes associated with living in the country ("country bumpkin") which 
have connotations of low intelhgence and naivety. On the other hand people 
vdth rural and provincial accents are deemed more trustworthy and helpful 
than those with more "neutral" accents. In addition there is the myth of 
the rural idyll, of country life representing all that was "good and true" in 
times past. This stands in contrast to the city, which is presented as 
corrupting, polluted and overcrowded. Alternatively, the city is regarded as 
a place of life and activity "where it’s at". As with other identifications 
there is not one homogenous representation (e.g women, Breakwell, 1989), 
but several which will be drawn upon in order to construct an identity at a 
given time.
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There are not, however, intrinsic to these identifications, obvious 
inequalities of power. However, at some point these identifications must 
merge ivith more politicised identities: national and racial identities. That 
is, sociahsation into any physical environment is not a neutral experience.
It is via that process, and the process of sociahsation with others that a 
person acquires attributions, associations, roles, rules all of which will be 
culturally and therefore politically defined. Spatial divisions follow racial 
and class divisions. In other words the meanings associated with the 
physical environment are not neutral. The physical environment represents 
a culture, a set of attitudes, the dominant culture. Docklands is a prime 
example. Future research could investigate the relationships between 
cultural and poHtical identifications and use of the physical environment.
9.3.6 Place and identitv processes
The final study in the research examined the relationship between place 
attachment and identity processes. In using BreakweU’s framework to 
analyse the meaning of place attachment for this group of people it  was 
apparent that for some of them their attachment to that local area was used 
to support the processes of continuity, self-esteem, self-efficacy and 
distinctiveness. Continuity was divided into two types: place referent and 
place congruent continuity. Self-efficacy was narrowly defined as 
manageability, meaning the extent to which a person felt the environment 
facilitated or hindered his/her daily routine. Interestingly, as well there was 
some evidence for dissatisfaction with living in the area when those
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principles were threatened.
9.3.7 Place identitv reconsidered
One of the main aims of this work was to clarify the concept of place 
identity. As discussed in Chapter Three place identity has been used in a 
global sense, encompassing several different concepts. It has been used 
interchangeably with place attachment (Altman and Low, 1992) and place 
identification (Feldman, 1990). Proshansky (1983) conceived of it as a global 
construct, comparable to social identity, vtith belonging at its core. This 
definition is based on the assumption that personal and social identity are 
separate. If one suggests that this distinction is unnecessary (Breakwell, 
1986), and instead that there is identity, which is comprised of 
identifications which are used in specific situations, then the global concept 
of place identity becomes redundant. However, what is not lost is the main 
reason for the development of the concept of place identity, which was to 
rectify the tendency within social psychology to reduce the physical 
environment to context, acknowledged but ignored. In using a preexisting 
framework place can be fully integrated into theoretical analyses. What 
emerges are two ways in which the physical world relates to identity.
Firstly, salient places are thought to be used in maintenance of identity 
processes, and likewise, identity processes may direct choices of residential 
location. Secondly, place identifications are thought to be akin to other 
identifications. They will be salient in different contexts and for different 
people. The identifications can be thought of as the content of identity
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whereas the former are the processes of identity.
9.4 The wider context of Environmental Psychology
This research used transactionalism as a set of assumptions underlying the 
empirical work undertaken. As stated in Chapter One, the focus of 
transactional studies should be on meanings, rules, roles and action. This 
research has attempted to do this. The first study examined the meanings 
associated with belonging, identifying and feeling attached to the local area. 
These were examined specifically with regard to residential history (action), 
and activities within the local area. In developing an albeit crude model of 
place attachment, a tentative step has been made towards establishing rules 
under which place attachment may or may not occur. This would need to be 
examined in other contexts, for comparison and elaboration. The third 
study examined the meaning behind attachment to the local area, and 
related that to identity processes. Although not directly examined it was 
suggested that these meanings change over time and situation. Future 
research could focus on those kinds of changes.
This research contributes to the field of Environmental Psychology by 
furthering the work begun on the consolidation of the concept of place 
attachment (Altman and Low, 1992). Secondly, in making links with 
identity research from social psychology, through use of a theoretical 
framework, future empirical work may be guided more systematically. In 
addition, the consideration of place and identity processes makes an attem pt
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at integrating the physical environment and psychological processes at level 
which goes beyond mere "context".
In terms of the success of urban regeneration schemes, ultimately, I would 
suggest that people do not find residential environments which meet their 
identity needs may be the first to leave an area, if that is possible for them. 
Existing attachments need to be considered when siting facilities, given the 
allegiances people may have to their "local" area. Further investigation of 
what people do when these principles are threatened through the 
environment would be necessary in order to provide more detailed 
recommendations.
9.5 Methodological considerations
Two methods were used in this research, qualitative and quantitative. It is 
recognised that both of these have their limitations and in order to overcome 
this both methods were used. In addition, specific methodologies are useful 
for obtaining different types of data. The interviews were focused on 
people’s explanations and meanings attributed to the concepts, whereas the 
questionnaire examined relationships between variables and tested 
hypotheses. These were the two approaches taken by previous researchers 
on place attachment (see Chapter Three for details). Using both types of 
methodology enabled the exploration of both the experience of place 
attachment and place identification and the factors related to place 
attachment.
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However, with respect to transactionalism, it is recognised that ideally a 
longitudinal design would have been able to capture the dynamic nature of 
the place attachment process.
In addition, the use of two methodologies has implications for validity. 
Explanations elicited in the interviews could be tested within the 
questionnaire data. For example the categorisation of the local 
identification explanations was not verified when transferred to the larger 
sample and a questionnaire. However, relationships between social 
involvement and place attachment which emerged in the interview data 
were replicated in the questionnaire results. In terms of construct validity 
of the place attachment scale, two points can be made. Firstly, the POSA 
analysis showed that the attachment item on the scale was at the core of 
the variance between high and low attached respondents. In addition, some 
confirmation of the construct was gained in Study Three. The interviewees 
were asked to confirm that the extent of their attachment as indicated by 
the questionnaire data. There were no discrepancies between what had 
emerged from the questionnaire and their answers in the interview.
In terms of reliability, all the scales used on the questionnaire were tested 
for reliability using Cronbach’s alpha. Only reliabilities above 0.6 were 
accepted (after Guilford, 1955) for use in the regression analysis. The 
results for the attachment scale were comparable to Davidson and Cotter’s 
(1986) work carried out on two populations in the U.S.
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9.6 Future research
From this work there are a number of questions which emerge as areas for 
future research. Firstly, a longitudinal study of place attachment and place 
identifications, investigating the factors which facilitate or inhibit place 
attachment and identification over a period of time would be a valuable 
contribution to this area.
Secondly, this research does not consider how personality differences impact 
on, for example, having friends in the area. Given that this research 
measures "factual" information about people (e.g number of moves made in 
the past ten years) and attitudinal information, it could be argued that 
personality could be a mediating variable between these two. It would be 
interesting to examine the relationships between introversion/extraversion 
and perceptions of social involvement to see whether these influence 
variations in attachment. For instance, extraverts may be more likely to 
seek out social contacts in their locality. At the other extreme, introverts 
may be attached not via social involvement but via some non-social 
evaluation of the area.
Thirdly, whether or not people have an intrinsic need to be settled, to have 
somewhere of their own has not been addressed in this research. However, 
from this research it is apparent that some people have no place 
identifications, or place attachment. Research has focused on disruptions to 
place attachments. It would be interesting to examine absences of these
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concepts and to see whether people have other involvements that seem to 
compensate for not having place attachments.
Finally, implicit within much of the place attachment literature (e.g 
Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974, Gerson et al, 1977) is the conceptualisation of 
place attachment as a positive set of feehngs towards a geographical area. 
Indeed in this research, place attachment was operationalised emphasising 
it as a positive experience. However, as Relph (1976) discusses, the 
attachment bond is not necessarily experienced as positive. Further work 
could usefully examine the negative aspects of place attachment.
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APPENDIX ONE
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR STUDY ONE
Section One - Demographic Data
1. Age
2. Sex
3. Marital Status
4. Do you have any children? If yes, a) how many b) sex c) age d)Hving at
home
5. Do you work?
6. What do you do?
7. Does your partner work?
8. If, yes, what does s/he do?
Place past data
1. How long have you been hving at this address?
2. How much longer do you expect to live at this address?
3. Where were you living before you moved to this address?
4. How long did you live there?
5. Why did you move here?
Section Two - Identification data
1. Do you think of yourself as a city, town or country person?
2. Why or why not?
3. Do you think of yourself as a local person?
4. Why or why not?
5. If yes, are there people who you would say were not local?
If no, what would have to happen for you to feel local?
6. Do you think of yourself as a e.g Docklander, Londoner or any name
associated with a place?
Section Three - Belonging
1. Where would you say was your home area?
2. What makes it your home area?
3. What are the boundaries to that area?
4. What makes them boundaries?
5. Do you feel at home in this area?
6. If yes, can you elaborate on what makes you feel at home here? 
If no, what would have to happen for you to feel at home?
7. Is there another place where you feel at home?
8. What does it mean to you to feel a t home in an area?
9. Can you describe that feeling?
10. Compared with your last residence do you feel more or less at home in this
area?
11. Are there any distinct areas within Surrey Docks? Could you describe
where they are and why they are distinct?
Section Four - Safety
1. Are there any areas in your home area that you feel unsafe in a) the day and
b) after dark?
2. If yes, why do these places feel unsafe? Can you describe what makes you
feel uneasy?
3. Are there any areas in your home area tha t you would feel uneasy about
going into because they are private, if for example you were going to 
collect money for charity or deliver leaflets?
4. Can you say why they are private?
Section Five - Groups
1. Would you say that there are different groups of people in the area? Some
people say there is a spht between tenants and residents in the area, 
what do you think?
2. Could you describe the different groups and their main characteristics?
3. If you were asked to describe yourself which group would you put yourself
in?
Section Six - Attachment Patterns
1. Do you spend much of your leisure time in this area?
2. Do you have any close relations living in this area?
3. Do you have any close friends living in this area?
Section Seven - Self Efficacv
1. Do you feel that you have an effect in the area?
2. Have you ever written to the counciPLDDC protested in any way about
something in the area?
Section Eight - Evaluation of the area
1. What do you like about living here?
2. What do you dislike about living here?
EXAMPLES OF REASONS GIVEN FOR WANTING TO MOVE
1. Proximity to job
"I was working in the city and its very, very convenient to get there" (TM)
"we couldn’t  bear the thought of being London commuters ..we then looked 
around to see what properties there were close to the City" (MG)
2. Family ties to the area
"we’d been trying for so long to move into the area...would have always lived 
around here because our ties, church and work and friends and family have 
always been around here" (MW)
"and he used to play football for Fischer football club which is just up there so 
he knew it all anyway..all his family are here ..unfortunately!" (CM)
"couldn’t  wait to get back.." (into the area from Belvedere) (MR)
3. Value for money - investment
"then I found this house through the LDDC which absolutely amazed me that 
I could afford a house in London" (TM)
"all I could afford in Knightsbridge was a very small...a studio flat which..um. 
it didn’t  have a balcony" (MD)
"for the prices you were having to pay we felt we might as well buy new if we 
could.." (MG)
"I was out to...to be quite honest..I was out to make a buck" (RP)
4. Space in house
"basically the house we were in was very very small..." (AR)
"the flat was my first home ...just I needed somewhere bigger" (IG)
5. Pleasant area
"I decided Fd look for somewhere that looked over a park or a dock or a river 
or something" (JVdW)
"and we wanted to be close to water and we’ve got the channel out there" (BB)
6. Fsimiliaritv with the area
"but I lived in Surrey Docks a long time ago...I had a flat in 1979 so that’s how 
I knew the area" (JDS)
"I’d discovered all this area during the rail strikes ..I cos you know I would ride 
my bike up to London every weekend..so I’d cycled aU round here" (TM)
"well ever since I came over to London I wanted to live down here, .because my 
friend’s been living here for about four and a half to five years and when I 
came over here first for my interview I stayed with him" (MC)
7. "Somewhere different"
"well, it was somewhere different..I was bom and bred a t Blackheath" (JD)
EXAMPLES OF EXPLANATIONS FOR SETTLEMENT IDENTIFICATIONS
l.Citv people
1.1. Birth/Alwavs lived in cities
Five of the ten people who said that they were "city" people had been born in 
and always lived in cities. This was used as a justification for why they were 
a city person. This was expressed in a positive way:
"I’ve always lived in cities..and nowhere else" (JVdW)
"I’ve always lived in a dty..."(IG)
and also in a negative way:
"I couldn’t move out of London..." (JD)
"couldn’t bear to live anywhere else.." (MSE)
and some people expressed it both ways:
"I’ve always lived in the city..you know I don’t  know if I could adapt to living 
in the country" (MSR)
"I’ve always lived in the city...I was born in the city...I would find it very 
difficult to live anywhere else to be honest" (MSW)
This was also used as a reason why a person was not a city person:
"I’m not a real true city person...all my life I’ve lived on the outskirts of cities.." 
(BB)
1.2 Activitv
Seven of the interviewees used the dimension of activity in order to explain the 
reasons why they were a city person. Here activity is a term used to 
encompass entertainment, shops and excitement.
Three of the interviewees discussed the positive nature of the activity of the 
city:
"the cities are more alive, there’s more to do....a bigger selection of shops etc...” 
(JVdW)
"there’s always free entertainment...art galleries...opportunities" (JDS)
I like the activity in a city and I like the constant movement and hum of the 
city" (PM)
This was also expressed negatively by three people discussing where they 
would not like to be:
I could go there for a couple of days (the country) and after that..you 
know..where’s the theatre...you know where’s life..I can’t  bear it" (MSE)
"I wouldn’t  like to be tucked a way...I love to go and see it (the country) but I 
wouldn’t want to live there" (JD)
"I wouldn’t  like to be a long way from anywhere that wasn’t lively" (BP)
1.3 Ease of access
This was the third criteria against which people varied in their explanations
of being a city person.
One of the interviewees expressed it in a direct way:
"We wouldn’t think of living for long periods outside the city, .because both our 
jobs..it involves being in the West End (MSE)
Three of them expressed it indirectly:
"I wouldn’t fancy all the travelling anyway...(if she moved out of the city) 
(MSR)
"I’d hate to commute in everyday.." (IG)
"If you want to go to the opera or shopping and you live in some tiddly little 
village..it’s very difficult to come into London for the whole day or a couple of 
days unless you spend a vast amount of money" ( JVdW)
2 Town people
Four people described themselves as town people. Two of those used it as a 
summary for enjoying the best of both worlds:
2.1 Best of both worlds:
"um.. yeah definitely ..a town person if I didn’t  have the children, but I would..I 
mean I like the sort of best of both worlds ..I’d like to live on the borders sort 
of.."(CM)
"a town person..I’m not a city person but I enjoy..I like London as a dty..it’s 
great..I enjoy that by I also like to be away from it and in Surrey Docks you 
can feel as though you are away from the city, .you’re more in a small town..you 
get that feeling here" (AR)
2.2 "Town" people bv default
"I suppose we must be town people because this is the only place we have 
lived" (SJR)
EXAMPLES OF EXPLANATIONS OF LOCAL IDENTIFICATIONS
1.1 Bom and bred
"I mean where I was bought up was in Bermondsey.."(MW)
"Well, I can’t  really say..I wasn’t  bom within the sound of Bow bells" (RW)
"Probably no.. I’d still probably consider myself an outsider..I think there’s a lot 
more people born and bred in the area" (IG)
1.2 Involvement - organisational
"I do now (feel local) actually..yes..well, because I am involved in the 
Conservative association and the resident’s association and I also occasionally 
go round to the church" (MD )
"I can’t  say that in any respect have we integrated into the environment" (JD)
"you move into the area as an outsider but you get involved in the local 
commumty..I think that makes you someone who tries to contribute to the 
commumty and hence you feel very much part of it..therefore local in that 
sense" (AR)
1.3 Involvement - work/emplover
"Because my company is based here and I employ people from around here and 
basically I regard this as my local area" (ME)
1.4 Involvement - social
"another reason is that I know lots of people round here who I’ve met through 
associations and so I’ve got friends here" (JVdW)
"familiar with the community.."(MC)
"you sort of meet people.." (MD)
"because we’ve got to know a few people round about..I feel I just feel it’s like 
I’ve always been here" (ME)
"I think the only other way in which I can characterise myself as being local 
in the ordinary sense of the word is through knowing people other than the 
person I live with" (RP)
1.5 Knowledge of the place 
"the shops you get to know"(MR)
"Familiar with all your surroundings.." (MC)
"and also I know it..I used to cycle down this road when I was 14 or 15 and it 
does feel like home" (JDS)
I think when you know all the roads (you feel local) and when people stop and 
ask you questions about where things are and you think "Oh that’s right 
there" .I mean I still am not very good at that kind of thing I still think  
whereabouts am I how far away am L." (JD)
1.6 Knowledge over time - seen the place change
"I think you consider yourself local when you can, see how much it is changing" 
(MC)
"I’ve seen buildings that have gone up and down, yes so definitely local" (MW)
1.7 Congruencv with self - "People like me here"
"this area has an advantage..there are lots of other people my age lots of first 
home buyers.." (JVdW)
"I dunno.. they’re my sort of people..they, .um I think we are sort of pioneer s.. I 
think Docklands and particularly this part of Docklands because it is 
effectively the undiscovered part of Docklands attracts those people who are 
umm..a little more adventurous in spirit" (MD)
People not like me
like Bermondsey people are really common and they’re really different..! mean 
like Julie next door..she’s really nice as well..but they are different they are 
just different they dress differently" (CM)
"I don’t  have the same aspirations..round here you won’t  find people whose kids 
have gone on and got "A" levels and aspire to go to University, .it just doesn’t 
happen...never get a job down Tescos and they think that is good" (TM)
1.8 Affective - feel at home
"I have my home here that’s a reason" (JVdW)
I just feel like that it’s like I’ve always been here..! feel more a t home here 
than any of the places we’ve lived" (ME)
"I thought this is where I belong..this feels right"(JDS)
I wouldn’t call myself an eastender as such..! found I could fit in a lot better 
up here than where I was living..! feel a lot more at home living here and I 
was up there for two years" (MC)
"I don’t actually come from round here..! know that..! feel I’ve fitted in  and I’m
quite happy here"(TM)
EXAMPLES OF EXPLANATIONS OF PLACE IDENTIFICATION
1.1 Londoner - bom and bred
"Yes but then I have wherever Tve lived for the whole of my life..you can’t 
think of anything else when your parents are from London..there is something 
very special about being bom in the city" (JDS)
Londoner - involvement:
"because I’ve been involved in so much of London..um..activities particularly 
political activities I also like to understand areas very much" (AR)
1.2 Rotherhithe
"I do regard myself as coming from Rotherhithe, it has a boundary whereas 
most other areas in London are diffuse..here we are bounded by the 
river"(JV dW)
"I don’t  think of myself as London..! do think of myself as Rotherhithe and 
that’s strange I feel I can’t call myself Surrey Quays because that’s very 
modem and new and that’s not accepted by the locals and our true postal 
address is Rotherhithe" (BB)
EXAMPLES OF EXPLANATIONS OF FEELING AT HOME 
1 Involvement
1.1 Social
I think that it is more than 50% feeling at home..how you are with your 
neighbours.." (SJR)
"so I suppose it ..um it is making friends that makes you feel sort of at home" 
(TM)
"I mean Denny, my little boy loves it here..! mean the people round here are 
nice..he can go out to play ...I feel safe with him going out and riding his bike"
(CM)
"plus we’ve got some friends who live just round the...literally round the 
corner" (SJR)
1.2. Organisational
"I did get involved locally anyway..just through all the different developments
that were going o n  and asking questions and getting involved in residents
associations" (TM)
2 Practical reasons
"its so close to get in anywhere else if I wanted to get to the West End by car 
I could easily get to Covent Garden in fifteen minutes which is great". (AR)
"Well, initially closeness to the city..that was obviously very helpful an a major 
factor, because I don’t  have to commute any more" (TM)
"we’ve got more scope really I suppose and its nearer for them (her daughters) 
to get to town" (JD)
3 Appreciation of the phvsical environment
"It was when they had the tall ships ..on the river and we walked to Tower 
Bridge and had this tremendous feeling of being at home" (MSE)
"I’ve got a lot of peace and quiet...At the back I have the woodland ...very little 
noise at all at night time if you poke you head out it is deathly quiet" (AR)
4 Personal
"I think part of the reason here is I own property here so you do become more 
attached to somewhere inevitably - you have more respect for your 
surroundings" (RP)
APPENDIX TWO
YOUR VIEWS ABOUT YOUR AREA
RESEARCH INTO THE IMPACT OT CHANGE IN THE
DOCKLANDS
Dear
I am a research student studying at the University of Surrey and I am 
conducting research into people’s feelings and opinions about where they are 
living. Specifically, I am interested in the Docklands area because it has 
undergone radical and rapid change within the last decade.
You have been randomly selected from the electoral roll to fill in this 
questionnaire. All answers are strictly anonymous and confidential.
There arc several sections asking you about aspects of your life in this area of 
London, your opinions of the area as a place to live and who you think has 
control over certain issues in the area.
As a small recognition for your help with this research your questionnaire 
number will be entered into a raffle to be drawn when all the questionnaires 
are completed. There will be a prize for the first number drawn out.
I would like to stress that without your help the research will not happen and 
for this reason I would be extremely grateful if you would fill in the 
questionnaire and return it to me in the FREEPOST envelope provided, by the
If you have any problems, queries or questions please do not hesitate to 
contact me at the above address or on 0483 300800 extension 2897.
Thanking you in advance,
Yours sincerely.
CLARE TWIGGER (POSTGRADUATE STUDENT)
HOW TO FILL IN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE
A. Please make sure that an adult (over 18) fills in this questionnaire and that it is filled in by someone who lives 
permanently in the house.
B. There are a number o f different types of answer required in order to complete this questionnaire.
1. Questions which ask you to write in your answer in the space provided:
EXAMPLE: What would make you leave this area?
2. Questions where you are asked to make one choice out of several options:
EXAMPLE: How many times have you moved in the last 10 years?
[Please tick one box]
just once
2 - 4  times
5 - 7  times
8 - 1 0  times
over 10 times
3. Questions where you may need to tick more than one box in order to describe fully your activities:
EXAMPLE: How do you get to work?
[Please tick as many boxes as appropriate]
foot
bicycle
motorbike
car
van/lorry
bus
train/tube
river bus
4. Finally, there are some questions which ask your opinion about a series o f statements. You are asked to tick:
1 if you agree strongly with the statement
2 if you just agree with the statement
3 if you are uncertain about your opinion
4 if you disagree with the statement
5 if you disagree strongly with the statement
EXAMPLE: 1 2  3 4 5
It is hard to make friends and meet people in this area
YOUR VIEW S ABOUT YOUR AREA
It has been found that people of different ages and in different jobs have different views about their home areas. To help 
me study this I am asking you to give me some details about your household and your work.
ALL ANSWERS WILL BE TREATED WITH THE STRICTEST CONFIDENCE.
1. Age
2. Sex
3. I would like to know about the people who live in your house 
Please can you fill in the box below
4. What is the current job situation of you and/or your partner? 
[Please tick one box in each column ^  appropriate]
Relationship to you Sex Age
YOU YOUR
PARTNER
Full time paid work
Part time paid work
Looks after the htxne
Retired
Full time student
Voluntary woric
Out of work
Other - please describe
If you and/or your partner have paid work please could you answer the following questions about your work:
YOU YOUR PARTNER
5. What is the job called?
6. What do you make or do?
7. Where do you work?
8. IF you and/or your partner carry out voluntary/community work, can you describe it and say how long you have been 
doing iL
YOU YOUR PARTNER
Type of work
How long have you been doing it?
9. How long does it take you/your partner to get to work?
YOU
YOUR PARTNER
10. How do you and/or your partner get to work? 
[Please tick as many boxes as appropriate]
YOU YOUR
PARTNER
on foot
bicycle
motorbike
car
van/lorry
bus
train/tube
river bus
WHERE HAVE YOU LIVED?
In this section I am interested in whether you have lived in the area for long time or have recently moved into the area, 
and also how long you intend to stay in the area.
11. Please could you tell me where you were bom (e.g borough/town/country)
12. How many times have you moved in the last 10 years? 
{please tick one box]
just once
between 2-4 times
between 5-7 times
between 8-10 times
over 10 times
13. How long did you spend in your last three homes, and where were they?
LENGTH OF STAY PLACE
present home
previous home
previous home
14. How long do you plan to stay in your present home? 
[please tick one box]
15. How long do you expect to stay in this area? 
[please tick one box]
16. How long do you think you will be living in London? 
[please tick one box]
17. If you met someone from another part of London where would you say you lived? 
[Please tick one box]
less than 12 months
the next 3 years
4 - 1 0  years
11+ years
less than 12 months
the next 3 years
4 - 1 0  years
11 +  years
less than 12 mcHiths
the next 3 years
4 - 1 0  years
11 + years
Rotherhithe
Surrey Docks
Surrey Quays
Downtown
Rotherhithe Village
Bermondsey
Southwark
Any other name - please write here
Below is a list of reaso.is for moving. Could you say how important each reason is as to why 
you moved to your present home
1 = this was a very important reason for moving house
2 = this was an important reason for moving house
3 = this was neither an important or unimportant reason for
moving house
4 = this was not an important reason for moving house
5 = this was not at all an important reason for moving house
18. This area was convenient for my job
1 9 .1 wanted to have a larger house
2 0 .1 liked Surrey Docks as an area
2 1 .1 wanted to live somewhere new and different
2 2 .1 have always lived in the area and wanted to 
stay here
2 3 .1 wanted to make an investment
24. The prices of the houses were good value
2 5 .1 know the area well
26. If there are other reasons why you moved please write them here
27. What would make you leave your present home?
28. What would make you leave this area of London?
29. Is your home....? 
[please tick one box]
your own/mortgaged
rented from the council
rented from a private landlord
housing association
none of the above, details below
YOUR INVOLVEMENT IN THE AREA 
In this section I am interested in what sorts of things you do in the area, in your spare time.
1. Do you belong to any organisations/groups/clubs? (for examples, look at the list below) 
[Please tick one box]
Yes if you ticked here go to q.2
No if you tick here go straight to 
q .3
2. Below is a list of types of organisations/groups/clubs. Please answer the following questions about all the organisations 
or groups that you belong to:
a) Which type of organisations you belong to and what they are (e.g trade union, mother and toddler group)
b) Whether you are an office holder (e,g a commitee member)
c) Whether your group meets inside the area.
Organisations connected with work (e.g trade union, sports club)
Public bodies or commitees (e.g school govemers)
Organisations connected with politics 
Organisations connected with education and training 
Organisations connected with the Church or other Religious Groups 
Organisations connected with Welfare (e.g a charity)
Civic or community groups (e.g Tenants* or residents* 
associations)
Any group associated with leisure activities 
Any other social club
3. What other sort of activities do you do in your spare time?
4. In general, is yoim spare time spent locally or outside the area? 
[Please tick one box]
None of my spare time is spent locally
Half or less of my spare time is spent locally
Most of my spare time is spent locally
All of my spare time is spent locally
5. Please could you describe what you did yesterday (e.g shopping, working, seeing friends)
6. What fcffm of transport do you use on a regular basis? 
{Tick as many as appropriate]
foot
bicycle
motorbike
car
van/lorry
bus
train/tube
PEOPLE YOU KNOW IN THE AREA
In this section I am interested in if your Mends and relations live locally. 
1- What proportion of your Mends live in the area?
[Please tick one box]
None
Half or less
Most
All
If you said that some of your friends do live locally then please answer question 2. 
If none of your friends live locally then please go to question 3
2. Does your closest Mend live in the area?
[Please tick one box]
Yes
No
3. Where do most of your friends live? 
[Please tick one box]
In other parts of London
Outside London
4. What proportion of your relations live locally (include: aunts, uncles, cousins, grandparents and relations by marriage 
as well as immediate family)
[Please tick one box]
None
Half or less
Most
All
If you said that some of your relations live in the area please answer question 5. 
If you said that none o f your relations live in the area please go to question 6.
5. Do any of your parents and/or children live locally? (including in-laws) 
[Please tick one box]
6. Where do most o f your relations live?
[Please tick one box]
Yes
No
In other parts o f London
Outside London
WHAT SORT OF PLACE WOULD YOU LIKE TO LIVE IN
In the following section I am interested in how you see yourself in relation to types of places to live in 
[Please tick one o f the following]
1 .1 am a CITY person if you ticked here go to
2 . 1 am a TOWN person if you ticked here go to q.6
3 . 1 am a COUNTRY person if you ticked here go to q.7
4. NONE of the above statements describe me if you ticked here go to q.8
Please could you complete the sentences below:
5. If you said you are a CITY person....
"I am a city person because _____________
6. If you said you are TOWN person. 
"I am a town person because_____
7. If you said you are a COUNTRY person. 
” I am a country person because________
8. If you said that NONE of these described you, please could you say why
9. Do you think of yourself as a ___
[Please answer YES or NO for all o f  the names]
10. Do you think of yourself as LOCAL? 
[Please tick one box]
Yes No
A  Londoner
A Bermondsey perstm
A Rotherhithe person
A Surrey Docks poson
A Surrey Quays pwson
A Downtowner
None of these describe me, I 
am a
Yes if you ticked here go to question 2
No if you ticked here go straight to question 3
Don’t know if you ticked here go straight to question 3
11. Ifyou said you feel local please indicate which of the following statements are reasons why you think you are local 
I am a LOCAL person........
Yes No
because I was bwn in the area
because I have always lived in the area
because I am a member of local community groups
because I work in the area
because I know a lot of people in the area
because I know the area well
because I have seen the area change
because people like me live in the area
because I feel at home hwe, this is where I belong
HOW WELL DO YOU FEEL YOU KNOW AND USE THE AREA?
In this section I am interested in your views about the area. Please answer the following questions concerning your 
activities in the area.
[PLEASE TICK ONE BOX FOR EACH QUESTION]
1. In this area, when I need to be alone I can be.
2. It is hard to make friends and meet people in this area
3. I like my home (the house)
4. I do not like my neighbourfiood
5. I feel safe ho-e
6. There are not many opportunities to do diffM^t tilings round here
7. The people in this area are polite and well mannered
8. I do not feel I can contribute to local politics if I want to
9. It would take a lot for me to move away from this area
10. It is hard to get around this area
11. 1 would say I am involved in a lot of different activities here
12. If I need help, this area has many excellent services
13. This is a not a pretty area
14. When I travel I am proud to tell people I live here
15.1 do not feel like I belong here
YOUR VIEWS ABOUT THE WORLD
This section is concerned with how you think the world works. It is your opinions that I am interested in. Please indicate 
how far you agree/disagree with the following statements.
[Please tick one box for each statement]
1. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people 
don’t take enough interest in politics
2. Unfortunately, an individual’s worth often passes unrecognised 
no mattCT how hard he tries
3. The average citizen can have an influence in government 
decisions
4. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place 
at the right time
5. By taking an active part in political and social affairs the 
people can control world events
6. I have often found that what is going to happen, will happen
7. In the long run pople get the respect they deserve in this 
world
8. Thae will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to 
prevent them
9. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making 
a decision to take a defînite course of action
10. Most people don’t realise the extent to which their lives are 
controlled by accidental happenings
11. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little 
or nothing to do with it
12. This world is run by the few people in power and there is not 
much the little guy can do about it
13. There is really no such thing as luck
14. As far a world affairs are concerned most of us are the 
victims of forces we can neither understand nor control
YOUR VIEWS ABOUT YOURSELF
In this section I am interested in your views about yourself. Please indicate below how far you agree/disagree with the 
foUovring statements:
1. When I make plans, I am certain I can make them work
2. One of my problems is that I cannot get down to work when I should
3. If I can’t do a job the first time, I keep trying until I can
4. When I set important goals for myself, I rarely achieve them
5. I give up on thngs before cœnpleting them
6. I avoid facing difficulties
7. If something looks too cmnplicated, I will not even bother to try it
8. When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick to it until I finish it
9. When I decide to do sometiiing I go right to work on it
10. When trying to learn some thing new, I soon give up if  I am not initially 
successful
11. When unejqpected problems occur I don’t handle them w dl
12 .1 avoid trying to learn new things i^ien drey look too difficult for me
13. Failure just makes me try harder
1 4 .1 feel insecure about my ability to do things
1 5 .1 am a self reliant person
1 6 .1 give up easily
1 7 .1 do not seem capable of dealing with most problems that crxne up in life
HOW MUCH EFFECT DO YOU THINK YOU COULD HAVE?
In this section I am interested in your views about yourself in relation to getting things done in the area. 
Please indicate below whether you agree or disagree with the following statements:
1. If I decided to ccwnplain to the LDDC/Council about a proposed 
development, I am certain that I would have an effect
2. One of my problems is that I am always meaning to write letters 
to the LDDC/Q)uncil.
3. If the LDDC/Council weren’t co-<q)erative over an issue I would 
keep on p-otesting until I achieved what I wanted.
4. I have always intended to get involved in local planning issues.
5. If I joined a Residents’/Tennants’ association I would probably 
soon loose interest
6. It is too difficult for me to do anything about the changes round 
here.
7. The way the planning works in this area is too complicated for me 
to understand.
8. If I decided to ccmiplain about something in the area I would see it 
through to the end.
9. If I had a grievance about the area I would get to work on it 
immediately.
10. If I don’t succeed at first in getting the LDDC/Council to change 
policies I would keep trying.
11. I d(Mi’t think I would have the nerve to knock on people’s doors 
and try and get a protest group together over and issue that bothered 
me.
12. I wouldn’t know where to go to get minor repairs done, e.g. 
mending street lights, getting the rubbish collected.
WHO DOES WHAT?
In this section I am interested in your views on how things get done in the area. I stress that it is your opinions tha 
I am interested in.
PLEASE NOTE: Where the questions talk about maintenance problems this is referring to the maintenance of the roach 
street lights, rubbish collection etc.
Please indicate below how far you agree/disagree with the following statements
1. If there are maintenance problems in my street it is possible to get 
the LDDC/Council to do something about them.
2. It is entirely a matter of luck whether or not the LDDC/Council 
maintain the streets in the area.
3. If you put your mind to it you can get the LDDC/ Council to do any 
maintenance job in the area.
4. Getting the LDDC to do something about maintenance problems 
seems to depend on the circumstances.
5. If you are %xepared to make an effcMt the LDDC/ Council will listen 
to you about maintenance problems.
6. It is a matter of chance whether the LDDC/Council will listen to 
you about problems o f maintenance in the area
7. The LDDC/Council will listen to you about maintenance problems if 
you know how to approach them.
8. Sometimes it seems that the LDDC/Council listens to problems with 
maintenance only when it suits them
9. The LDDC/Council will change plans for %xoposed developments in 
the area in response to discussion with local residents.
10. The LDDC/Council make changes to plans for new developments 
regardless of what objections may be raised by local residents.
II. You can get the LDDC/Council to change proposed development 
plans in the area if you are prepared to put in a lot of hard work at 
local meetings.
12. In the end it seems that chance plays a large part in whether the 
LDDC/Council changes proposed development plans.
13. Getting the LDDC/Council to listen to objections to new 
developments is all a matter of how much time and energy you are 
prepared to put in.
14. It seems that whether the LDDC/Council will listen to objections to 
new developments depends on many factors.
15. Getting the LDDC/Council to listen to criticisms of plans for 
proposed new developments is a matter of skill rather than luck
16. You are just lucky if the LDDC/Council listens to criticisms of 
new developments from the local residents.
General Locus of Control Items
1. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don’t take 
enough interest in politics
2. Unfortunately, an individual’s worth often passes unrecognised no matter 
how hard he tries
3. The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions
4. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right 
time
5. By taking an active part in political and social affairs people can control 
world events
6. I have often found that what is going to happen, will happen
7. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world
8. There will always be wars, no m atter how hard people try to prevent them
9. Going out and doing something always turns out better for me than trusting 
to fate
10. Most people don’t  realise the extent to which their lives are controlled by 
chance
11. Becoming a success is a m atter of hard work, luck has little or nothing to 
do with it
12. This world is run by the few people in power and there is not much the 
ordinary person can do about it
13. There is really no such thing as luck
14. As far as world affairs are concerned most of us are the victims of forces we 
can neither understand nor control
SSA - General Locus of Control
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Specific Locus of Control Items
1. If there are maintenance problems in my street it is possible to get the 
LDDC/Council to do something about them
2. It is entirely a matter of luck whether or not the LDD C/Council maintain the 
streets in the area
3. If you put your mind to it you can get the LDD C/Council to do any 
maintenance job in the area
4. Getting the LDDC to do something about maintenance problems seems to 
depend on the circumstances
S’. If you are prepared to make an effort the LDDC/Council will listen to you 
about maintenance problems
6. It is a matter of chance whether the LDDC/Council will listen to you about 
problems of maintenance in the area
7. The LDDC/Council will listen to you about maintenance problems if you 
know how to approach them
8- Sometimes it seems that the LDDC/Council Hsten to problems with 
maintenance only when it  suits them
9. The LDDC/Council will change plans for proposed developments in the area 
in response to discussion with local residents
10. The LDDC/Council make changes to plans for new developments regardless 
of what objections may be raised by local residents
11. You can get the LDDC/Council to change proposed development plans in 
the area if you are prepared to put in a lot of hard work at local meetings
12. In the end it seems that chance plays a large part in whether the 
LDDC/Council changes proposed development plans
13. Getting the LDDC/Council to listen to objections to new developments is all 
a matter of how much time and energy you are prepared to put in
14. It seems that whether the LDDC/Council will listen to objections to new 
developments is a m atter of skill rather than luck
15. Getting the LDDC/Council to listen to criticism of plans for proposed new 
developments is a matter of skill rather than luck
16. You are just lucky if the LDDC/Council listens to criticisms of new 
developments from the local residents.
SSA Specific Locus of Control Items
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General Self Efficacy Items
1. When I make plans I am certain I can make them work
2. One of my problems is that I cannot get down to work when I should
3. If I can’t  do a job the first time, I keep trying until I can
4. When I set important goals for myself I rarel^r achieve them
5. I give up on things before completing them
6. I avoid facing difficulties
7. If something looks complicated I will not even bother to try it
8. When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick to it until I finish it
9. When I decide to do something I set about it straight away
10. When trying to leam something new, I soon give up if I am not initially 
successful
11. When unexpected problems occur I don’t  handle them well
12.1 avoid trying to leam new things when they look too difficult to me
13. Failure just makes me try harder
14. 1 feel insecure about my ability to do things
15. 1 am a self-rehant person
16.1 give up easily
17. 1 do not seem capable of dealing with most problems that come up in life
SSA General Self Efficacy
'each point represents an item on the scale
Specific Self Efficacy Items
1. If I decided to complain to the LDDC/Coimcil about a proposed development 
I am certain that I would have an effect
2. One of my problems is that I am always meaning to write letters to the 
LDDC/Council
3. If the LDDC/Council weren’t cooperative over an issue I would keep on 
protesting until I achieved what I wanted
4. If I joined a Residents’/Tenants’ association I would probably soon loose 
interest
5. It is too difficult for me to do anything about the changes round here
6. The way the planning works in this area is too complicated for me to 
understand
7. If I decided to complain about something in the area I would see it through 
to the end
8. If I had a grievance about the area I would get to work on it immediately
9. If I don’t  succeed at first in getting the LDDC/Council to change policies I 
would keep trying
10.1 don’t  think I would have the nerve to knock on people’s doors and try and 
get a protest group together over an issue that bothered me
11. I wouldn’t  know how to go about dealing with maintenance problems e.g 
mending street lights, getting the rubbish collected.
SSA Specific Self Efficacy
'each point represents an item on the scale
APPENDIX THREE
G M Breakwell, ms< Hid tBP>s
Professor o f  Psychology 
H ead o f  Department
Ln]\'crsr\
RESEARCH IN DOCKLANDS 
YOUR VIEWS ABOUT YOUR AREA
Dear
I am a research student at the University of Surrey. Two weeks ago you received a 
questionnaire from me concerning your views about your local area.
If you have not already completed the questionnaire I would be extremely grateful if 
you would fill it in and return it to me in the envelope provided (there is no need for you 
to supply a stamp the postage is already paid).
If you have mislaid the questionnaire, don’t  hesitate to contact me at the address below 
or on 0483 300800 extension 2897 (work) or 0483 505114 (evenings and weekends), and 
I will give you a replacement questionnaire.
If you have mislaid the envelope, simply put the questionnaire into another envelope and 
send it back to the address below and mark it FREEPOST (then you will not have to pay 
for the postage). Don’t  forget that if you do return the questionnaire your number will 
be entered into a raffle.
All people who return the completed questionnaire will be sent a summary of the 
research findings when the research is completed.
There has been a good response so far to the questionnaire, and the results look 
interesting.
I appreciate you giving your time to help me in this research project.
Thanking you in advance 
Yours sincerely
CLARE TWIGGER (Ph.D research student)
Dcpannieni of Psychology’ 
University of Surrey 
Guildford 
Surrey GU2 5XH
England
Telephone: (0483) 509175 
Fax: (0483) 32813 
Telex: 859331 
E Mail
YOUR VIEWS ABOUT YOUR AREA
HOW TO FILL IN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE
A. Please make sure that this questionnaire is filled in by a person who owns or rents the house and 
lives permanently in the house.
B. There are a  number of different types of answer required in order to complete this questionnaire.
1. Questions which ask you to write in your answer in the space provided:
EXAMPLE: What would make you leave this area?
2. Questions where you are asked to make one choice out of several options:
EXAMPLE: In the last 10 years have you ?
[Please tick one answer]
lived in the same house 
moved 2 - 4  times 
moved 8 - 1 0  times
 ,  moved once
s Z .  moved 5 - 7  times
moved more than 11 times
3. Questions which ask vour opinion about a series of statements. You are asked to tick:
1 if you agree strongly with the statement
2 if you just agree with the statement
3 if you are uncertain about your opinion
4 if you disagree with the statement
5 if you disagree strongly with the statement
EXAMPLE:
It is hard to make friends in this area 1 2 3 4 X
YOUR VIEWS ABOUT YOUR AREA
WHERE HAVE YOU LIVED?
1. Please write below where you were born (e.g Rotherhithe)
2. In the last 10 years have you ?
(please tick one box)
'-lived in same h o u s e   moved once
moved 2 - 4  times ___  moved 5 - 7 times
moved 8 - 1 0  times ___  moved more than 11 times
3. How long have you been living at your present address?
(please tick one answer)
less than 1 year_______________  1 year - 3 years
4 - 7 years   8 - 1 0  years
11+years________________ ____
4. If you have moved house/flat more than once in the last ten years, please write below how LONG you lived 
in previous houses (up to three), and WHERE they were:
Length of stay Location (e.g Bermondsey, Oxford)
Previous house/flat ______________________  ________ _ ________________
Previous house/flat ______________________  _________________________
Previous house/flat
5. How long do you plan to stay at your present address?
(please tick one answer)
less than 1 year___________ ____  1 year - 3 years
4 - 7 years_______________ ____  8 - 1 0  years
11+years________________ ____  Don’t know
6. How long do you plan to stay in this area (Rotherhithe/Surrey Docks)? 
(please tick one box)
less than 1 year 
4 - 7 years 
11+ years
1 year to 3 years 
8 - 1 0  years 
Don’t know
7. What are your reasons for living in this area?
8 r Do you feel you could move from this area if you wanted to?
Y es  N o_____
9. Please write below the reasons for your answer to question 8.
10. Is your house/flat...?
(please tick one answer)
your own/mortgaged
rented from a  private landlord
none of the above, please give details
rented from the council 
housing association
11. Would you say you were a... 
(please tick one answer)
CITY PERSON
NONE OF THE ABOVE 
(please give reasons)
TOWN PERSON COUNTRY PERSON
12. Would you say you were a.. 
(please tick one answer)
A Londoner
A Surrey Docks person
A Bermondsey person 
A Downtowner
A Rotherhithe person 
None of the above
HOW DO YOU SPEND YOUR TIME?
1. Below is a  list of types of organisations. IF you belong to any organisations please fill in tfie following table, 
and indicate whether or not the group meets in the area, and how involved you are in the group.
Tick
here
Does
your
group
meet
in the
area?
How often do you go 
to meetings?
i i i i i
Public bodies or commitees (e.g school governors) 1 2 3 4 5
Organisations connected with politics 1 2 3 4 5
Organisations connected with education/training 1 2 3 4 5
Organisations connected with Church/Religious groups 1 2 3 4 5
Organisations connected with welfare (charity) 1 2 3 4 5
Civic or community groups (Tenants’ or residents’ 
associations)
1 2 3 4 5
Any groups associated with leisure activities 1 2 3 4 5
Any other social group - please give details: 1 2 3 4 5
1. How far do you have to go to be outside what you consider to be your local area? 
(please tick one answer)
1 mile 
10 miles
3 miles 
20 miles
5 miles 
more than 20
2. Please write below any other activities that you do in your spare time in the local area?
3. How much of your spare time is spent locally? 
(please tick one answer)
None of my spare time is spent locally 
Half or less of my spare time is spent locally 
Most of my spare time is spent locally 
All of my spare time is spent locally
PEOPLE YOU KNOW IN THE AREA
Please indicate below the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements.
1 = strongly agree 
4 = disagree
2 = agree 3 = neither agree nor disagree
5 = strongly disagree
\
\
<p
\
%
Or
\  %
%
%
<S> %
\
%>
1. Of my friends, many live close to my home 1 2 3 4 5
2. Most of my relations live outside Rotherhithe 1 2 3 4 5
3. Some members of my immediate family live nearby 1 2 3 4 5
4. My closest friends do not live locally 1 2 3 4 5
5.1 am friendly with my neighbours 1 2 3 4 5
6.1 only know a  few people in my street 1 2 3 4 5
DO YOU FEEL PART OF THE AREA?
1. Would you consider yourself to be a  local person?
Y es  N o____  Don’t know
IF YOU SAID THAT YOU ARE A LOCAL PERSON PLEASE INDICATE HOW FAR YOU AGREE/DISAGREE 
WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS:
\
\
(Or
%
& &
% % % %%
1.1 am a  local person because 1 was bom here 1 2 3 4 5
2.1 am a  local person because 1 have lived here a long time 1 2 3 4 5
3.1 am a  local person because 1 am a member of local community groups 1 2 3 4 5
4.1 am a  local person because 1 work locally 1 2 3 4 5
5.1 am a  local person because 1 know a  lot of people in the area 1 2 3 4 5
6.1 am a  local person because 1 know the area well 1 2 3 4 5
7.1 am a  local person because 1 have seen the area change 1 2 3 4 5
8.1 am a  local person because people like me live here 1 2 3 4 5
9.1 am a  local person because 1 feel at home here, this is where 1 belong 1 2 3 4 5
WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THIS AREA?
Please indicate how far you agree/disagree with the following statements:
%
%
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\
%
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%
1.1 like my house/flat 1 2 3 4 5
'’2. It is hard to make friends in this area 1 2 3 4 5
3. In this area, 1 can be alone when 1 want to be 1 2 3 4 5
4.1 do not like my neighbourhood 1 2 3 4 5
5.1 feel safe here 1 2 3 4 5
6. There are not many opportunities to do things around here 1 2 3 4 5
7. The people in this area are polite and well mannered 1 2 3 4 5
8.1 do not feel 1 can contribute to local politics even if 1 wanted to 1 2 3 4 5
9.1 feel very attached to this area 1 2 3 4 5
10. It is hard to get around this area 1 2 3 4 5
11.1 would say 1 am involved in a  lot of different activities here 1 2 3 4 5
12. If 1 need help, this area has excellent services 1 2 3 4 5
13. This is not a pretty area 1 2 3 4 5
14.1 am proud to tell people 1 live here 1 2 3 4 5
15.1 do not feel 1 belong here 1 2 3 4 5
16. It is easy to meet people in this area 1 2 3 4 5
17. It would be easy for me to move away from this area 1 2 3 4 5
18.1 am always pleased to come back to this area 1 2 3 4 5
19. People like me live here 1 2 3 4 5
20. This area is not my sort of place 1 2 3 4 5
WHAT IS IMPORTANT TO YOU ABOUT WHERE YOU LIVE?
Please indicate below how far you agree/disagree with the following statements,in relation to you AT THIS 
STAGE IN YOUR LIFE
\
% %
\
■6> \
%
%
%
1. It is important for me to live in a  house that 1 like 1 2 3 4 5
"2. It is important for me to feel proud of the area in which 1 live 1 2 3 4 5
3. It is important for me to like the neighbourhood in which 1 live 1 2 3 4 5
4. It is important for me to belong to a  local community 1 2 3 4 5
5. It is important for me to have lots of opportunities to do different things 1 2 3 4 5
6. It is important for me to be able to contribute to local politics if 1 want to 1 2 3 4 5
7. It is important for me to be involved in many local activities 1 2 3 4 5
8. It is important for me to feel safe in my local area 1 2 3 4 5
9. It is important for me to be living in an area with good local services 1 2 3 4 5
10. It is important for me to live in a  pretty area 1 2 3 4 5
11. It is important for me to have my friends live locally 1 2 3 4 5
12. It is important for me to live in a  friendly area 1 2 3 4 5
13. It is important for me to have my relations nearby 1 2 3 4 5
14. It is important for me to know my neighbours well enough to chat to 1 2 3 4 5
15. It is important for me to feel at home in my local area 1 2 3 4 5
WHAT SORT OF PLACE IS SURREY DOCKS?
Please indicate how far you agree or disagree with the following statements.
%
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1. Surrey Docks is full of yuppies 1 2 3 4 5
■’2. There are a  lot of buglaries in this area 1 2 3 4 5
3. 1 would not want my children to grow up around here 1 2 3 4 5
4. It is safe to walk across the Ecological park on your own after dark 1 2 3 4 5
5. There is very little vandalism round here 1 2 3 4 5
6. The old and new communities have mixed without any conflict 1 2 3 4 5
7. There is bad feeling towards the LDDC 1 2 3 4 5
8. This development has been beneficial to the old community 1 2 3 4 5
9. Homeless people should not be moved into this area 1 2 3 4 5
10. There are a lot of drug users and pushers in this area 1 2 3 4 5
11. This area has changed for the better over the last ten years 1 2 3 4 5
12. The Council has no time for the people of this area 1 2 3 4 5
13. This area has good facilities for old people 1 2 3 4 5
14. Surrey Quays shopping centre is a  real benefit to the area 1 2 3 4 5
15. There are not many good places to eat in this area 1 2 3 4 5
16. Most of the pubs are friendly 1 2 3 4 5
17. Living here gives me the best of city and country life 1 2 3 4 5
18. If you have a nice car it is not safe to leave it in the street at night 1 2 3 4 5
19. People keep themselves to themselves in this area 1 2 3 4 5
20. This is not a lively place for teenagers 1 2 3 4 5
21. Many of people who have moved into this area bought houses just as an 
investment
1 2 3 4 5
22. The shape of the pennisula makes this area feel like a village 1 2 3 4 5
BACKGROUND DETAILS
This sections asks some personal details about you and your household. ALL ANSWERS WILL BE TREATED 
WITH THE STRICTEST CONFIDENCE
1. How old will you be on your next birthday? (years) ____
2. Are you? m ale____  fem ale____
3. Please put a  tick against who lives in the same house as you, and put their AGE in the column next to it
spouse/partner ____  ____  child ____  ____
parent/in law ____  ____  child ____  ____
parent/in law ____  ____  child ____  ____
friend/flatmate ____  ____  lodger ____  ____
4. What is your current job situation? (please indicate vour main occupation if you have more than one) 
(please tick one Idox)
Full time paid work ____  Part time paid work ____
Looks after the home Retired
Full time student ____  Voluntary work
Out of work Other
IF YOU HAVE PAID WORK PLEASE COULD YOU ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR 
WORK:
IF NOT, PLEASE IGNORE THIS SECTION
5. What is your job called? _________________________________
6. What do you make or do? _________________________________
7. Where do you work (location)? _________________________________
As part of this study I am looking for people to be interviewed. The interview would last approximately 45 minutes.
If you would be interested in taking part in the interview part of this study please would you put your address and 
phone number below.
THANK YOU VERY MUCH INDEED FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE
APPENDIX FOUR
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR STUDY THREE 
Question One
There will be two versions of this first question: the first relation to those 
people who are attached and the second relating to those people who are not 
attached to the area.
A. To those people who are attached:
In the questionnaire you said that you were attached to the area. I wonder it 
you could tell me in what ways you are attached to the area.
And what do you think are the main reasons for feeling attached?
B. To those people who are not attached:
In the questionnaire you said that you were not very attached to this area. 
Would you say a bit more about this? What are your main reasons for not 
feeling attached to the area?
Question Two
Ask this question only if moved in the last ten years.
Thinking about the last move you made:
A. Would you tell me how you felt
a)about leaving the old house/fiat
b)about leaving the area
c)about the new house
d)about the new area
B) In general what would you say are the main reasons for people moving 
house/moving area?
Question Three
Moving house involves a number of changes to a person’s life...
A) In general what impact do you think these changes have on a person?
B) What impact do you think moving has on the way people think about other 
people?
C) Was becoming a home owner a significant event for you?
Question Four
You have hved in the area for a number of years (quote from the questionnaire)
A) What do you feel are the advantages for you in being here for that length 
of time?
B) What do you feel are the disadvantages?
C) In general what would you say are the main reasons for people staying in 
an area for a number of years?
Question Five
Ask only if they have lived in the area before the redevelopment.
A) What impact has the new development had on your life?
B) What are the good things that have happened as a result of the new 
development...
a) to you personally
b) to your family/friends
c) to the community as a whole
d) to the environment
C) What are the bad things that have happened as a result of the new 
development...
a) to you personally
b) to your family/friends
c) to the community as a whole
d) to the environment
Question Six
In the questionnaire you describe yourself as a city/town/country/none person.
A) Would you say a bit more about what that means to you?
B) Are there situations when you would specifically use tha t label to describe 
yourself?
C) How important is it to you to be called a city/town/country person?
D) Would you describe a typical city/town/country person?
Question Seven
You also said you were a Londoner/Bermondsey/Rotherhithe/Downtown person.
A) Would you say a bit more about what that means to you?
B) Again, when would you refer to yourself as a ................?
C) Do you like to call yourself a  ?
D )  H o w  w o u l d  y o u  d e s c r i b e  a t y p i c a l  
Londoner/Rotherhithe/Bermondsey/Docklands person?
Question Eight
Ÿou said that you felt you were a local person.
A) Again, 1 wonder if you could say what sorts of things make you feel local?
B) When do you call yourself a local person?
C) Is it important to you to feel that you are a local person?
D) How would you describe a typical local/non-local person?
Question Nine
A) When someone from Southwark
elsewhere in London 
out of London 
out of the country
asks where you come from, what do you reply?
B) Do you ever say you are from Docklands?
C) Why or why not?
Question Nine
Often places are associated with certain types of people and lifestyles.
A) What sort of image do you think people who do not live in this area have of 
it? For example someone from another part of Southwark/London/Out of 
London?
B) What kind of place do you think they think it is?
C) What sorts of people do you think they think live here?
Question Nine
Overall you said that you were/were not proud to live here.
A) Would you say a bit more about what makes you feel proud/not feel proud 
about living here?
B) What would you say is the best thing about living here?
C) What would you say was the worst thing about hving here?
U N IV E R S IT Y O F S U R R E Y L IB R A R Y
